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ABSTRACT
Differences between males and females exist across a number of 
biological, psychological (cognitive) and behavioral categories. These 
differences appear at birth and continue well into adulthood, exerting 
a substantial influence in how an individual thinks and behaves in social 
situations. According to social learning theory men and women learn 
many of their psychological and behavioral patterns early in childhood 
when, as boys and girls, they are socialized from significant other’s 
(e.g., parents, siblings) in dissimilar patterns, Cognitive development 
theory, on the other hand, posits that the outside environment is secon­
dary; internal cognitive consistency is the primary organizer of behav­
ior and thinking patterns.
The focus of this study is twofold: l) to isolate and analyze
childhood behavioral differences between males and females; and 2) to 
investigate possible influences from the social environment on the 
behavioral patterns manifested by the sexes. If such variables as 
family structure and social class do guide the development of cognitive 
style and behavioral preferences, then differences should appear between 
children from different family backgrounds, lending evidence for social 
learning theory. If no differences appear, cognitive development theory 
is supported.
First- and second-grade children were asked to draw pictures of 
themselves in their favorite activity. After obtaining family back­
ground information for each child the drawings were analyzed for sex 
differences in behavior preferences and for alterations in these pat­
terns when certain social (familial) situations were controlled for,
Results indicate that major gender differences in behavior pat­
terns do exist by this age. Boys play more active roles, controlling 
objects and placing themselves in competitive situations which necessi­
tate coordination and manipulation of objects and people. Girls play 
more passive roles, expressing emotional tendencies and esthetic inter­
est in environmental and personal (body-related) detail while engaging 
in activities that are repetitive and relatively sedentary in nature.
Influences from the social environment are selective. Parental 
presence and working status of the mother influence both masculine and 
feminine behavior patterns. Associations between other social situa­
tions and gender role behavior are either sex-specific or non-existent. 
The presence of a relationship between a child’s environment and his/ 
her behavior repertoire is interpreted as support for social learning 
theory or possibly role theory. Where a lack of association is present, 
it is thought to be a result of the sample and/or the relative simpli­
city of the measures. Results suggest that social learning theory is 
more useful than cognitive development theory as an explanation of the 
process through which males and females come to acquire sex-typed 
behaviors.
PLAY PREFERENCES IN CHILDREN'S ART: 
A STUDY OP GENDER ROLES
INTRODUCTION
Every society reflects definitive ideas about the natures, 
abilities and cultural roles considered appropriate for its members. 
These ideas are often portrayed through such ascribed statuses as sex, 
age and generation (Tumin, 1973)» usually along the natural divisions 
of these statuses. For instance, "no society is without standard dis­
tinctions as to the proper behavior expected from males and females • . 
(Tumin, 1973*29). Different age groups are also expected to behave dis­
similarly; i.e., the expected roles for a child are different from the 
expected roles for an adolescent, which in turn are different from the 
expected roles for a mature adult. A person must learn the roles 
attached to each of these three positions; that is, "he must become 
socialized into each new position" (Kinch, 1973*170) as he or she physi­
cally matures. Finally, distinct behavior patterns according to genera­
tional status may exist. In many peasant or agricultural societies 
(past and present) generation may take precedence over age or even sex 
when conflicts arise concerning what behaviors are expected in certain 
situations (Tumin, 1973)* This is not so pronounced in modem urban 
systems.
Although age and generation are ascribed statuses with much 
social significance, it is the status of sex which is of primary inter­
est in this study. The distinctive behavioral expectations prescribed 
for males and females in any society usually cross the boundaries of
age and generation and the effects of these expectations on the actual
2
3
"behavior of males and females cannot he overemphasized. "Probably no 
other categorization is as important psychologically /and socially/ as 
the one that sorts people into male and female and their characteristics 
into masculine and feminine" (Miscliel, 1971:267). The end result of 
this categorization, which begins at birth and continues throughout 
life, is repeatedly a gender-specific orientation to the world which not 
only channels direct sexual behavior but also plays a crucial role in 
the development of other characteristics which are not specifically sex- 
related.
Gender role (defined as behaviors which are expected for one sex 
but not the other) is one of the "dominant" roles according to Bates 
(1956) in that it is more central to a person's overall functioning in 
society than some other roles the individual, may play. This concept of 
"dominant" role is analogous to Coffman's "unfocused" role (Goffman, 
1961); i.e., a role he describes as not situationally specific. In 
other words, it is so generalized that it can, and does, affect one's 
personal involvement across many (if not all) situations. Gender-(or 
sex-) role is definitely one of these "dominant" or "unfocused" roles 
since it permeates most other role development and is central in the 
patterning of other behavioral sequences. For instance, the expression 
(or non-expression) of aggression, competition, passivity, dependency 
and sexuality are influenced by an individual's internalization of the 
differential gender-role standards set for males and females by society 
(Kagan and Moss, 1962).
It must be noted here, however, that one set of role expecta­
tions, even those as generalized as masculinity and femininity, do not 
fully account for all the variance observed in social behavior. One
14-
must refer to ’’role constellations1' to o'btain a fuller account. Other 
variables such as clothing, physical size, race, looks, posture, etc. 
all combine to influence attitudes, preferences and behaviors (Angrist, 
1969). It is only for analytical purposes that they can be separated.
Although it is not the sole source of behavioral differences, 
the differential patterns of males and females in their psychological 
and social orientation to the world nevertheless do play an important 
part in how they, as individuals, participate and react to non-sexual 
phenomena. Thus, whether a child is raised as male or female becomes 
one of the most significant status assignment experiences he or she ever 
encounters (Gagnon and Simon, 1973) because attached to it are a multi­
tude of distinctive psychological (cognitive) patterns and culturally- 
determined behavioral expectations.
Gender differentiation also provides the source for the most 
stable identity which an individual acquires in the life process. The 
basic differences in physiology, as well as psychology and behavior, 
remain quite stable from the earliest years of a child's development 
through adulthood. Unlike age differentiation, which involves some 
major shifts in behavior (and responsibility) as time goes on, gender 
differentiation retains its fundamental differences.
It is believed that core gender identity is usually established 
and sometimes irreversible as early as age three (Kleeman, 1971) • With 
this essential foundation established, a child develops in the fourth 
and fifth years so that by age six the identity is often difficult to 
change without inducing psychological damage and confusion (Money, 1963). 
By the pre-school years, sex-typed interests have also developed and 
reveal a high degree of continuity for both sexes starting at this age
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period and continuing into elementary school age and even adulthood.
Prom pre-school to the elementary grades "both sexes retain this 
stability. Boys consistently indicate interests in active outdoor play 
while girls prefer indoor play with dolls and kitchen toys (Fagot and 
Littman, 1975)* Gender related preferences and behavior of children as 
early as age six are also predictive of adulthood preferences and behav­
ior. For instance, Kagan and Moss discovered that "the sex-role content 
of the boys' play as early as age 3-6 was predictive of adult sex-role 
interests . • . i.e., "competitiveness and involvement in mechanical, 
gross-motor, and aggressive games during the preschool years were prog­
nostic of sex-role activities twenty years later" (Kagan and Moss, 1962: 
I69). Passive boys were noncompetitive and experienced sexual anxiety 
and social apprehension as men. Girls with "tendencies toward rage reac­
tions" were intellectually competitive and developed culturally defined 
masculine interests and dependency conflicts as women (p. 269).
In general, therefore, many of the psychological and behavioral 
components of an adult individual's "masculinity" or "femininity" are 
rooted in childhood play behavior. Play activities, then, not only 
serve the immediate function of keeping a child busy, amused, and inter­
ested but also serve a more latent function. Play activities are an 
overt expression of mental interests and represent how the outside world 
is being handled and manipulated by the child. Play activities, further­
more, prepare the young (of any species) for adulthood— skills are 
developed, intellectual capabilities mature, and patterns are learned 
(see Smart and Smart, 1972:275-301)• A child's play patterns, then, 
are indicative of his or her relationship with the environment— -not only 
in childhood, but also in later years. If males and females do engage
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in different pursuits and develop particular, distinctive skills as boys 
and girls, these differences may persist as they grow older and guide 
their overall functioning in society as normal adult men and women. As 
research suggests, such is the case. How these patterns emerge, however, 
is not so clear.
The focus of this study., therefore, is twofold:
1) to isolate and analyze ’childhood behavioral differences which 
exist between the sexes and to see if these differences are expected; 
i.e., if they are. congruent with past research results and if they 
parallel social roles (behaviors) of adult men and women; and,
2) to investigate possible influences from the social environ­
ment on the behavioral patterns manifested by the sexes. For instance, 
does the family structure alter the overall behavioral patterns emitted 
by boys and girls? If the immediate social environment does direct overt 
behavioral displays of males and females, then it could be inferred that 
certain social conditions (and differential socialization pressures) 
play a part in how these patterns emerge.
The following research centers on gender-related behavior and 
social influences on that behavior. Its primary purposes have been out­
lined above: to concentrate on behavior differences between the sexes
and to discover possible determinants of those behaviors. A secondary 
purpose also exists: to offer a viable alternative methodology for
measuring behavioral differences between the sexes (primarily children). 
Many methodologies place children in forced-choice situations where they 
are limited by the experimental setting itself. The approach presented 
here attempts to minimize such limitations by offering a more open, 
"free-style” situation within which children can express themselves more
7
fully. It is believed that such an approach will provide results which 




Ever since research on differential behavior between the sexes 
became popular some years ago many studies have made their own distinc­
tive contribution toward the understanding of the behavior of the sexes. 
One residue of such studies is words and terms which were conceived 
and applied to specific aspects of sexual and gender-related behavior 
to help clarify the complexity of the phenomenon. Such terms include 
"sex,” "gender," "sexual identity," "gender identity," and "sex-role." 
Often misunderstood or applied incorrectly, these words are frequently 
used interchangeably and inconsistently which results in confusion 
rather than clarification. These terms will be distinguished at the 
outset so that such inconsistencies will be minimized insofar as pos­
sible in this thesis.
The distinction between "sex" and "gender" is of fundamental 
importance to any study in this area of research. "Sex" is normally a 
biological term; whereas, "gender" is a psychological and cultural 
term (Oakley, 1972). Furthermore, since gender may be independent of 
sex, the two are not necessarily mutually inclusive. A person's bio­
logical and hormonal make-up may be male while psychologically and 
socially that person is, for all practical purposes, feminine (see 
Stoller, 1968). If "male" and "female," then, are the two terms to 
describe people's sex, the corresponding terms for gender are "mascu­
line" and "feminine." Concurrently, "sexual identity" usually refers
8
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to purely sexual activities and fantasies whereas "gender identity" is 3. 
more encompassing- term (Mensh, 1972) involving not only sexual behavior 
but everyday social and cognitive performances as well. This study 
focuses on gender as contrasted to sex; i.e., on social behavior and 
cognitions as opposed to purely sexual activities. When reference is 
made to the work of other authors, however, their original terms will be 
used. Wherever the prefix "sex-" or the word "sex" are meant to describe 
purely biological innate phenomena, this will be noted. Otherwise, one 
may assume that the term refers to the more global concept "gender." 
Thus, some intermixing of terms may occur when reference to other 
research occurs. At all other times, however, the two distinctions 
will be in force.
Of central concern to this particular study are the concepts 
"sex-role" and "sex-role identity." Sex-role has become a popular term 
in both public and professional circles, yet one may wonder if those 
who use it really understand its meaning and consequences. Sex-role, in 
itself, is a generalized term--it covers a range of concepts; it is 
probably this range which has led some to sub-divide it into smaller, 
more concrete concepts. Angrist (19&9) divides it into three areas: 
l) sex-role position: the normatively appropriate expectations for
males and females, 2) sex-role behavior: what males and females actu­
ally do and are like, and 3) sex-role relationship: the process of
role-taking. Lynn (l95>9) also makes three distinctions for sex-role, 
which are more applicable to this study: l) sex-role preference: one's
desire to adopt behavior associated with one sex or the other, 2) sex- 
role adoption: the actual overt adoption of behavior characteristic of
one sex or the other, and 3) sex-role identification: the process
10
incorporation of the role of a given sex and the unconscious reactions 
characteristic of that role. Sex-role identification has also been 
defined as the basic process whereby a child learns to think, feel and 
act like members of one sex rather than the other (Brown, 19^S).
This study does not focus on sex-role preference and thus indi­
vidual desires are not measured by any of the variables. Adoption and 
identification (as defined by Lynn) are addressed here; types of behav­
ior emitted by males and females are measured, and those which are 
characteristic of one sex but not the other are of primary interest. 
Furthermore, an attempt is made to detect the process through which 
these distinctive gender-related patterns develop. Consequently, this 
research focuses on sex-roles with the emphasis on sex-role adoption and 
identification and not on preference.
The concept "sex-role identity1’ is directly linked to sex-role. 
Whereas sex-role may refer to preferences, adoption or identification, 
sex-role identity refers to ’’the degree to which an individual regards 
himself as masculine or feminine’’ (Kagan, I96I4.: li+lj-) • It is not the 
individual’s preferences or actual behaviors or the process through 
which they develop, but rather a person's own self-concept of how mascu­
line or feminine he or she is. This investigation is not directly con­
cerned with sex-role identity as defined above; i.e., self-concept and 
its psychological components are not directly measured. However, these 
could possibly be inferred from the data. Two of the determinants of 
sex-role identity are believed to be: l) one's perceptions of similar­
ity to one's parents, and 2.) the degree of adopting traditional games 
and skills of one's own sex (Kagan, I96I4.). The first determinant is not 
measured in this research and, although the second one is, it alone does
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not provide concrete evidence for the degree of sex-role identity held 
"by an individual. It is merely a measure of Lynn's "sex-role.adoption." 
Consequently, in this study sex-role identity may only be inferred 
indirectly from the extent of sex-role adoption.
A final set of terms to be clarified are "sex-typing" and "sex- 
typed behaviors." These terms are often utilized and even substituted 
for some of the other terms already defined. Actually, sex-typing is 
somewhat analogous to sex-role identification. They are both processes 
through which the end results of sex-specific and gender-specific pheno­
mena appear. Sex-typing, however, refers to the developmental process 
by which the behavioral components of one or another gender-role are 
established (Sears, 1965) (italics my own). Mischel words it a bit 
differently: sex-typing, according to him, refers to "the process
whereby the individual comes to acquire, to value, and to practice (per­
form) sex-typed behaviors— that is, patterns that are considered appro­
priate for his sex but not for the opposite sex" (Mischel, 1971:275)•
The key difference between the processes of sex-role identification and 
sex-typing is their scope: sex-typing refers to the behavioral dimen­
sion of sex-role adoption, whereas identification refers to psychologi­
cal and other dimensions as well. Therefore, the process of sex-role 
identification is a more generalized term while sex-typing is a more 
succinct term, limited only to behavior.
The research presented below focuses on behavioral differences 
between the sexes and plausible determinants of those differences, such
9
as social class and family structure. (Some psychological inference is 
also included). Consequently, the concept of sex-role adoption and the 
process of sex-typing most readily explain the area of investigation
12
since their focus is on behavior. It must be remembered that all of the 
concepts and processes mentioned above, as well as others (such as 
socialization in general) are intricately interwoven. Thus, wherever* 
only one concept or process is considered in this study, it is for the 
purpose of analytical simplicity. Relevant and related concepts will be 
tied together after the data and concepts specific to this study have 
been analyzed in detail.
CHAPTER II
THEORETICAL APPROACHES
Although the literature abounds with described sex differences 
in cognition and behavior, the process through which masculinity and 
femininity are shaped is a matter of debate. Research suggests that 
genetic/biological make-up as well as differential cognitive development 
patterns and social variables all contribute to what society assigns as 
masculine and feminine behavioral patterns. The relative amount and 
type of input from these sources is not clearly delineated. Theoretical 
attempts to explain where and how each influence plays its part also 
lack exactness, universality, and conclusive empirical support
A comprehensive overview of contributions to gender behavior 
must include factors on biological, psychological and societal levels. 
The biological level emphasizes primary organic and endocrine differ­
ences between the sexes. The psychological level pinpoints an indivi­
dual's characteristic ways of perceiving his or her interactions with 
others. The societal level focuses on concepts of maleness and female­
ness, such as dress, interests, attitudes, gross behavior, etc. (Colley, 
1959)* General theoretical perspectives offered to explain the observed 
behavior differences between males and females include: l) gender roles
and identification (biological level) focusing on hormonal levels and 
physiology (issues of transsexuality, transvestism, etc.) (Stoller,
1968; Green, 1974)? 2) psychological-cognitive theory (psychological 
level) focusing on emotions, cognition and physical traits (Maccoby,
13
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1966; Kohlberg, 1966), 3) role theory and learning theory (societal 
level), and i|) other perspectives not to be discussed here, such as the 
anthropological view (Lipman-Blumer, 1975)•
Research on gender differences is generally: l) a debate between
the biological and socio-cultural explanations, and 2) a debate between 
socialization theories (i.e., Kohlberg’s cognitive-develcpment theory 
and Mischel’s social learning theory) (Hochschild, 1973)* The focus of 
the first debate is whether biological predilections or socio-cultural 
norms and expectations are the main factors determining behavioral sex 
differences. Assuming that socio-cultural influences are significantly 
present, the process through which they take a part and their level of 
importance are under question in the second debate.
Researchers vary in their opinions concerning whether the bio­
logical or societal is of greater significance in guiding observable 
gender behavior patterns. There is the position that predilections 
exist at birth; genetic, hormonal and neural indications exist for 
sexual predispositions— that is, learning cannot account for all observed 
behavior (Diamond, 1965; Beach, 1965). Robert Stoller takes a similar 
but not identical stance. Stoller believes that core gender identity 
develops from chromosomal make-up, gonadal and hormonal variables, in­
ternal reproductive systems and external genitalia, secondary sex 
characteristics and attitudinal and psychological influences (Mensh, 
1972). One’s sense of maleness or femaleness (what he calls gender 
identity), however, is not necessarily linked with the presence or 
absence of sexual organs; it can be, and usually is, overridden by 
socio-cultural variables. There are times, though, when the biological 
force may be stronger than the other variables and may determine one's
15
gender identity (Stoller, 1968). On the whole, Stoller summarizes that 
the aspects of sexuality called'gender are primarily culturally deter­
mined and learned post-natally.
Others also lean towards the environment (rather than the organ­
ism) as the primary directive in gender behavior. Hampson believes that 
human beings are psycho-sexually neutral at birth and, therefore, that 
gender role is learned. (He concedes, however, that somatic variables 
of sex constitution are still important) (Hampson, 1965). Money goes a 
bit further and states that role processes and psycho-sexual identity 
override sex-chromosomal constitution and gonadal status in the estab­
lishment of gender role and identity (Money, 1963). Hampson and Money, 
therefore, emphasize the environment. Diamond and Beach place more 
emphasis on predisposed sexual differences at birth, implying there are 
behavioral differences in newborn children.
Although both of these positions recognize the existence of the 
other, each does not explicitly include the other as an integral part 
of its "theory." A third position is, then, feasible— to recognize and 
actively attempt to integrate both the influences from "nature" and 
"nurture." This "middle-of-the-road" position suggests that gender 
identity and behavioral patterns originate from biophysical phenomena, 
learning processes, interpersonal interactions and responses of parents 
to their children (Colley, 1959). Hormonal effects on the nervous sys­
tem as well as social processes such as parental reactions (vigor of 
play, frequency of father-child vs. mother-child interaction, tolerance 
of aggression in males, etc.) play a part (Gagnon and Simon, 1973).
Such a position appears to be the most reasonable to support at this 
time because we do not know enough about the sources of human behavior
16
to say specifically that one type of influence has primacy over another. 
Whereas the fact that both biological and environmental variables exert 
their powers independently is fairly well documented, their interaction 
processes remain relatively mysterious. Until the patterns are unraveled 
(indeed, if they can be), it is jtidicious to remain uncommitted to either 
view as being sufficient by itself to account for the causal variables.
The focus of this study, however, is not on the debate between 
biological and socio-cultural influences on gender behaviors, although 
the two positions cannot be ignored. Of more pertinence here is the 
second debate which centers on the relative importance and roles of 
socio-cultural variables in the process of gender development. Two com­
mon "schools" of thought which concentrate on this question are: 
l) cognitive development theory, and 2) social learning theory. Cogni­
tive theory states that children first imagine what they want or are, 
and then choose play materials which express, symbolically, their inner 
feelings and conflicts. Social learning theory, on the other hand, 
states that children choose play materials which they associate with a 
reward— they pick toys that they have previously learned to value 
(Cramer and Hogan, 1975)* Ihe difference is basically in emphasis—  
internal vs. external processes. (See Table 1, A, p. 23» Please refer 
to Table 1 for summary of differences between these two positions as 
they are explained below.)
Cognitive development theory implies that definitive stages in 
gender role cognitions occur across cultures, caused by cognitive trans­
formations in the child's perception of its social world (Table 1, B). 
These stages are not'biologically innate nor are they cultural age grades. 
Rather, they are the result of interaction between universal cognitive
17
and social tendencies in the child with the universals in its social 
world; the universals that, in any culture, involve body differences 
between the categories of males and females. These categories consti­
tute a pivotal focus of social organization" (Kohlberg and Ullian, 197̂ +: 
213). The s^^ggestion here is that sex-role perceptions of young chil­
dren (l-6 years, approximately) are based on physical attributes, such 
as size, strength and ability and, only when they grow older does the 
basis change to societal duties and status (p. 213).
Cognitive theory does not disregard the effects of variables 
exogenous to the human body; it merely places them secondary in impor­
tance to active internal cognitive processes. This is true even in 
young children whose development provides the basis for later behavior 
and perceptions:
Cognitive functions play a more significant role in core 
gender identity formation than previously believed -and probably 
are more universally contributory at this early age (before 3) 
than identification mechanisms, envy of the male genitals, or 
castration anxiety. Ascription of gender at birth followed by 
the environmental confirmation impinging on progressively 
maturing cognitive capacities in the child would then normally 
be the organizer of gender identity, although not the sole 
forces molding it (Kleeman, 1971:103).
What is believed to happen, then, is that children come to label 
themselves as boys or girls (through cognitive processes) and this self­
categorization is the organizer of gender-role attitudes and subsequent 
behaviors. Although parental attitudes and other outside influences are 
recognized, cognitive capacities are thought to be more crucial to 
gender-role development. Parental identification, then, is a derivative 
of the child’s gender identification and self-maintaining motives rather 
than the reverse. Furthermore, the child's perception of him/herself as 
male or female is relatively "independent of variations in social
18
sex-role training" (Kohlberg, 1966:93). "• • • This process seems to
take place without the presence of a same-sex parent, and under a vari­
ety of child-rearing conditions" (p. 165) (Table 1, C, D). A study on 
nursery school children confirms this: parental scores on efforts at
sex-role development in their children, and children’s scores on the It 
Scale and actual play adoption do not correlate (Fling and Manosevitz, 
1972).
Cognitive development theory, therefore, places emphasis and 
priority on internal cognitive processes as the prime directive in gen­
der behavior patterns. It recognizes differential learning of social 
roles by boys and girls, but points out that "this learning is cognitive 
in the sense that it is selective and internally organized by relational 
schemata rather than directly reflecting associations of events in the 
outer world" (Kohlberg, 1966:83). This learning is also universal, 
although it may be influenced by parental practices. Parental influ­
ences, though, appear to be only negative. Parental attitudes, accord­
ing to Kohlberg, may inhibit some development of sex-role attitudes and 
behavior, but "it is not at all clear whether certain parental attitudes 
can create appropriate sex-role attitudes" (p. 83). In total, the cog­
nitive development position implies that, as a function of sex, children 
will display activity preferences and characteristic cognitive styles 
(Erikson, 197l)> and that these discriminate displays reflect a univer­
sal conceptual development which results in the organization of the 
world along sex-role dimensions (Kohlberg, 1966). Differential parental 
attitudes, then, which can be found between social classes and families 
with different internal structures are not a necessary part of the 
learning process; the learning of sex-typed behaviors occurs on a
19
broader scale than found within the family or social structure of a par­
ticular society. It occurs across societies and is a process common to 
all cultures.
There is substantial disagreement with the cognitive development 
position as outlined above. Kagan and Moss do not reject the idea of 
internal cognitive consistency, but they believe that there is a need 
unique to humans "to act and to believe in ways that are congruent with 
previously established standards" (Kagan and Moss, 1962:271). Intellec­
tual development, then, is not isolated within the child; it is respon­
sive to "the nature of the network of interpersonal relations in which 
the child is involved. . ." (Maccoby, 19.63 s33)• position outlined
here hints that human development is quite flexible in that it is shaped 
by what was before it and with whom the individual has direct interac­
tion. Not only do societies share established standards but smaller 
groups (i.e., the family) also often possess characteristic standards 
which may vary from the broader cultural ones. The suggestion here is 
that gender-role development is affected by such differences. This 
general perspective, called "social learning" theory, provides a some­
what different emphasis for explaining differential behavior between 
the sexes. Its focus is on stimuli external to the individual rather 
than on active, internal psychological processes and development.
The social learning view suggests that a child learns first 
through generalizing observation and then discriminating observation 
(a nurturant relationship between the observer and the model also 
helps). Reinforcement is also important. (This view, however, does 
not deny the existence of "mediating" cognitive processes— it merely 
uses behavior as a basis for prediction because it is observable)
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(Mischel, 1966). It is ‘believed that parents reward their children for 
playing appropriate gender roles, punish or withhold rewards for inappro­
priate behavior (Table 1, A) and serve as models for their children to 
imitate (Smart and Smart, 1972) (Table 1, D). In short, the learning 
of roles becomes important. To explain the end results of differential 
behavior patterns according to sex, role theory focuses on such social 
concepts as socialization, role conflict, identification, role models 
and differentiation (Lipman-B Turner, 1975)*
Of these concepts, socialization is the most relevant to this 
study’s focus on the processes and manifestations of gender-related 
behavior. Socialization, itself, is generally the process through which 
”an individual learns habits, beliefs and standards for behavior and 
judgment that make him identifiable as a member of the group or society" 
(Kinch, 1973:!>!)• Behaviors associated with gender role are believed 
to be a product of such socialization processes. Gender role, there­
fore, "grows out of self-development during the socialization process.
The individual interacting with others learns his own and other roles" 
(Angrist, 1969:218). Each of the sexes is encouraged by others to pur­
sue differential behavior patterns and becomes proficient in tasks most 
relevant to the roles played in society. For instance, boys are 
encouraged to become independent while girls are encouraged to become 
dependent (Maccoby, 1966). It is also believed that with whom one 
interacts is relevant because two people who interact incorporate ele­
ments of each other's roles into their behavioral repertoires. An 
individual will tend to learn behavior through interactions with others 
who hold beliefs about what his/her roles should be and who can reward 
and/or punish him/her for correct and incorrect actions (Brim, 1958).
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For most children these "others" usually refer to family members, parti­
cularly the mother and father. These two people in particular are 
viewed by the child as holding1 control over his or her actions because 
they can reward and punish him or her for behavior responses. Although 
other siblings may also be able to offer rewards and elicit punishment, 
it is the parents who have the authority and who have control over 
resources the child desires. Thus, they are the ones the child imitates 
and learns appropriate role behavior from (Table 1, B, C).
It is at this point of masculine and feminine development that 
social learning theory differs from cognitive development theory. Kohl- 
berg says that a child first categorizes himself and then values toys 
and behaviors consistent with his pre-established gender identity as a 
"boy" or "girl." He does not explain how the child selects and chooses 
behaviors out of the vast array of possibilities for his gender. Chil­
dren are exposed to many possible behaviors for their sex, but selec­
tively pick up only some for themselves as individuals (Mischel, 1971)• 
Social learning accounts for this selection through parental (and other) 
influences, by encouraging preference for certain toys and by reinforc­
ing behavior and acting as models. Social learning theory, therefore, 
supports the position that children’s sex-typing and subsequent behav­
iors should be positively related to specific parental attitudes and 
their behavior patterns (Fling and Manosevitz, 1972).
The socialization process, then, appears to work on two levels: 
l) a broad level, where all individuals learn to become socialized indi­
viduals in some form or another, and 2) a familial level (predominantly), 
where individual molding, canalization and symbolic manipulation occur 
to such an extent that boys and girls develop dissimilar behavior
patterns and cognitive processes. It also varies according to the 
structure of the family and by the family's position in the social 
structure. Girls become familiar with and prefer certain objects and 
boys with others. This is reinforced by the repetition of toy-types, 
to the point where psychological association with such types becomes 
perceptually and cognitively meaningful to the child. They become mean­
ingful in relation to his or her concept of the self as do indirect 
associations with them. Preferences for activities and objects then 
develop without direct reinforcement or awareness on the part of the 
child. Simultaneously, parents emit sex-appropriate verbiage, discrimi­
nating in what is actually said to the child. The child first blindly 
imitates such words, then begins to identify him/herself with the 
things the parents say and do to him or her. Such discrimination of 
play toys, activities and verbal.communication, according to social 
learning theory, encourages the child's selection of behavior sequences 
in the future (Hartley, 1966).
Two alternative explanations of the process through which males 
and females come to elicit characteristic behavior patterns have been 
outlined. A summary of their major points and differences may be found 
in Table 1. Their ms,jor differences center on whether gender identity 
is -a cause or effect and the importance of situationally specific vari­
ables in the process of sex-typing. They both recognize the existence 
of cognitive (internal) and social (external) influences, but they differ 
in their emphases and focal points. As will be demonstrated in the 
literature review, both positions can cite empirical support for their 
propositions. It is reasonable, therefore, to conclude that neither 
possesses the full answer. Hypothetically some type of complex inter­
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action probably accounts for more of the observed differences between 
the sexes’ behavior than either one of them taken independently.
TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF MAJOR POINTS OF COGNITIVE DEVELOPMENT AND
SOCIAL LEARNING THEORIES
Cognitive Levelonment
A. "I am a boy, therefore I 
want to do boy things; there­
fore the opportunity to do 
boy things is rewarding” 
(Kohlberg, 1966:89).
B. Universal development 
occurs within and between 
sexes according to age.
C. Neither differential 
socializing pressures nor 
direct motive teaching are 
necessary parts of process 
of acquiring gender values 
or behavior.
D. Gender identity cause of 
social gender-role learning 
and parent identification.
E. Accounts for sexual patho­
logy; is cognitive distor­
tion.
Social Learning
A. "I want rewards; I am 
rewarded for doing boy 
things; therefore, I want to 
be a boy" (Kohlberg, 1966: 
89).
B. Sex differences in behav­
ior not necessarily univer­
sal. Much variation within 
sexes.
C. Child's behaviors and 
values determined by social- 
learning history. Impor­
tance of (social) situa­
tional variables stressed.
B. Gender-role learning and
pax̂ ent identification cause 
of gender identity.
E. Does not account for
sexual pathology, which is 
often resistent to cultures 




Empirical evidence for the development of gender differentia­
tion is abundant. Starting at birth, gender differences appear in 
physique, psychology and behavior which continue to develop well into 
adulthood and old age. Although the extent and type of differentiation 
may change as the sexes mature, its influence nevertheless remains wide­
spread.
Prom the moment of conception males and females begin to develop 
in entirely different ways (see Hutt, 1972, for details), so that by 
birth, many differences between the sexes are readily apparent. For 
instance, at birth, males are physically larger, but are generally less 
mature than females (Hutt, 1972). During infancy female's exhibit lower 
tactile and pain thresholds than males (Bell and Costello, I96U); 
females also display superior auditory discrimination whereas males 
possess better visual acuity. It is believed that such differences 
influence other behaviors (Hutt, 1972) such as male infants' greater 
interest in objects and visual patterns as contrasted to females' inter­
est in people and facial features (Garai and Scheinfeld, 1968). Girls 
exhibit more reaction than boys to facial stimuli (more vocalizing and 
smiling), suggesting early sex differences in response to stimulation. 
These differences may be due to: l) innate sexual distinct response
repertoires, or 2) differential learning experiences which influence 
perceptual cognitive development at extremely early ages (Lewis, 1969).
2 k
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Furthermore, mothers are thought to behave differently toward 
their male and female children— a result of expectations by society and. 
differential reactions to behavior emitted by the infant itself.
Mothers hold young male infants for a longer period of time than female 
infants and stimulate them more through tactile and visual stimulation. 
As infants get older (by three months), however, mothers tend to soothe 
their male children less in accordance with cultural expectations that 
males be more assertive and independent (Moss, 1962). By one year of 
age, infants show -distinct behavior differences in free-play situations 
— girls spend more time closer to their mothers, as well as sitting and 
playing with toys with faces. Boys, on the other hand, are more active, 
playing with lawn mowers and objects not usually considered to be toys, 
such as doorknobs and electrical outlets. Girls exhibit more fine 
muscle coordination while boys emit more vigorous play, developing large 
muscle coordination. It is noted that some of the sex differences are 
related to the mothers' differential behavior toward the children, 
reinforcing sex-appropriate behavior (Goldberg and Lewis, 1969). Even 
as infants, then, males and females already portray different behavior 
schemes and dissimilar reactions to similar stimuli.
By age three a child demonstrates self-knowledge of whether it 
is a boy or girl and also indicates preference for sex-appropriate 
behavior and toys— a signal, according to some, that the child has 
developed solid foundations of gender role (Rabban, 1950). At this age, 
boys are generally more active and extroverted, girls more introverted 
and withdrawn (Hattwick, 1937). Boys exhibit more gross motor movements, 
and girls spend more time sitting and performing fine motor manipula­
tions (Clark et al., 1969). Clear sex differences in specific play
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preferences also exist: boys use more building blocks and spend greater
amounts of time riding tricycles and playing with transportation toys; 
girls prefer art activities, playing with house items and listening to 
stories (Fagot and Patterson, 1969). In the classroom, two-year-old 
girls are more likely to paint, read books and help the teacher while 
boys prefer to hammer and play with transportation toys (Etaugh et al., 
3-975)* On the whole, nursery school aged girls have a stronger interest 
than boys in persons; girls are more interested in relations with people 
while boys focus on manipulation of objects (Goodenough, 1957)> exhibit­
ing more body movement and excitement in play activities than girls 
(Garai and Scheinfeld, 1968).
One of the most frequently mentioned differences between males 
and females, the display of aggression, is already present during the 
pre-school years. Boys display and elicit more aggression than girls 
(Hutt, 1972), but children, on the whole, are more affectionate than 
aggressive in overall school behavior. Furthermore, girls are found 
not to be more affectionate than boys at this age (Walters et al., 1957).
Kindergarten and elementary school aged children continue to 
elicit these patterns. Boys at the elementary school level are more 
object- and achievement-oriented, aggressive, independent and dominant 
than girls; conversely, girls are more person-oriented, nurturant, sub­
missive, passive, dependent and emotional (see Biller, 1967j for summary 
of studies). Females, more than males, indicate esthetic interests 
(©•S', t painting, modeling) and greater awareness of people and personal 
relationships (Harris, 1963). This may be because girls seek achieve­
ment more often when it results in social approval and affection, 
whereas boys are more motivated towards achievement for its own sake
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(Smart and Smart, 1972). Thus, it is not surprising that first-grade 
boys’ play focuses on mastery over objects and girls' play focuses on 
mastery over people (Garai and Scheinfeld, 1968; Winker, 19^9)• Consis­
tent with this is the finding that boys prefer activities of a mechani­
cal nature and games with speed, strength and aggression, while girls 
prefer more sedentary, d_omestic activities (Foster, 1930; Honzik, 1951; 
Hosenberg and Sutton-Smith, 1959)*
Finally, the sexes at this age differ in displays of spatial 
arrangements— boys represent exteriors, horizontal and vertical struc­
tures, while girls emphasize entrances and interiors. These differences 
support Erikson's theory of psycho-sexual development which implies 
that configurational arrangements and conceptual styles find their 
"ground plan" in the human sexual body (Erikson, 1971•77)•
, Not only do boys and girls of this age bracket associate them­
selves with different activities, they also view their parents in dis­
tinct roles. Six- to eight-year-old boys regard themselves as stronger, 
larger, darker, more dangerous and more "angular" as compared to-girls; 
boys and girls also regard their fathers (in compa?.?ison with their 
mothers) as stronger, larger, darker, dirtier, more dangerous and 
"angular" (Kagan et al., 1961). Such distinctions parallel five- and 
eight-year-olds' conceptions of a woman's role as consisting of home- 
making duties and a man’s role as consisting of money-making duties 
(Hartley, i960).
Preference and behavior differences are not the only discrimi­
nating factors between boys and girls at the elementary school age 
level. Boys and girls also differ in tests of creativity and in cogni­
tive styles. Girls aged 7-9 are more fluent verbally than boys, but
are equally creative as boys. At a later age (approximately fifth 
grade, age 10-11), however, (see Wallach and Kogan, 19&5) when hoys' 
verbal ability is more equal to girls', boys score higher on original­
ity measures. It is thought that males do think differently from 
females; they are more creative and divergent thinkers— a result of 
more diverse patterns of play early in childhood (Bhavnani and Hutt,
1972).
Studies on older children confirm the stability of activity 
preference and cognitive orientation elicited by younger children.
When fourth- through sixth-grade children are asked to select games 
they like or dislike, significant differences emerge between the sexes 
Boys typically prefer games involving physical contact, propulsion of 
objects and team organization; girls prefer static activity, verbaliz­
ing, ritualistic non-competitive actions, rhythmic activity and focus­
ing on one central person (Rosenberg and Sutton-Smith, 1959 j 19&W • 
Sixth-grade males also continue to be more aggressive than females 
(Shortell and Biller, 1970). Generally, pre-adolescent boys emit a 
greater output of energy and display more varied use of materials 
(creativity?)— girls display more passive, peaceful, indoor scenes 
(Honzik, 195b)« These results are consistent with Erikson's findings 
that eleven-year-old boys (when placed in front of a play table with 
objects) erect more structures, buildings, towers, and streets, while 
girls infer the play table to be the interior of a house with simple 
and little or no use of blocks in the creation of complex configura­
tions. Erikson defines the boys’ spatial functioning as centering 
around channelizing, erecting and constructing— girls' with enclosures 
boys with moving objects, girls with static ones. Configurational
tendencies are then linked with hoys' emphasis on the outdoors and girls 
emphasis on house interiors. In sum, children are displaying the sex- 
role defined for them (Erikson, 1971)•
From the literature on childhood gender differentiation one can 
conclude that differences between the mature sexes (adults) do not just 
appear haphazardly. Definite trends permeate the developing years of 
both ma.les and females which result in adult men and women who differ 
along many psychological and behavioral dimensions.
Although biological differences are not the central issue in 
this study, they nevertheless cannot be ignored, for they may influence 
the psychological and social functioning of normal adults (and chil­
dren). For instance, smell acuity is regulated by one's estrogen level. 
Since women generally possess higher estrogen levels than men, their 
sense of smell is more discrete. Sexual desire is partially regulated 
by one's androgen level and since men usually possess more of this hor­
mone than women, their desire is believed to be more prominent (Money, 
b9&3)• Similarly, from adolescence onward, males possess superior 
visual acuity while females are superior in auditory discrimination.
Such biological-hormonal differences are likely to influence other 
behaviors such as attention spans and scope, and social interaction 
patterns (Hutt, 1972).
Females generally "develop a somewhat different way of handling 
incoming information— . . . their thinking is less analytic, more 
global, and more perseverative. . ." (Maccoby, 1963:30). Males per­
form better than females in spatial perception and spatial relation­
ships; their perceptual approaches to the environment differ. Females 
are more global; that is, for a given situation they associate the
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peripheral field (the setting) and the stimulus as interconnected.
Males possess the ability to disassociate the stimulus from the setting 
(Garai and Scheinfeld, 1968). Males, thus, are superior to females in 
tasks requiring perception, judgment and manipulation of spatial rela­
tionships; females are more "field dependent," not being able to sepa­
rate a perceived stimulus from its environmental setting. According to 
neuropsychological theory, these differences may be under the control 
of chromosomes (Buffrey and Gray, 1972) or hormones (Broverman et al., 
1968).
Such differences, however, may have another origin. According 
to Maccoby, the key to better scores on tests of spatial ability may be 
whether, or how soon, a child is encouraged to assume initiative, take 
responsibility and solve problems on his own, rather than relying on 
others. The activities of the parents which foster this independence 
in children may be associated with analytic thinking in children. Girls 
are normally allowed less independence and less self-assertiveness than 
boys; therefore, they do not develop the same mental and physical skills 
as boys. Intelligence performance, although related to genetic factors, 
is also responsive to the nature of interpersonal relations (Maccoby, 
1963)* Furthermore, studies indicate that analytic thinking, creativity 
and high general intelligence are associated with cross sex-typing 
(males who are more feminine than average and females who are more mascu­
line than average) (Maccoby, 1966). Therefore, the exact cause of this 
overall sex difference in perception and analytic thinking is not pin­
pointed. It is probably the result of a combination of these factors.
Another area of general sex differences focuses cnthe nature of 
sex-typed behaviors, themselves, and how they are socially reinforced.
Overt feminine sex behavior relies on others1 reactions— for instance, 
females need others’ approval to assess whether they are attractive and 
poised. Some believe that, because of this, a female is forced to 
depend on others— 'hence, her relatively greater interest than males in 
people. Masculine sex-typed behaviors, on the other hand, can be 
acquired alone; males do not need reactions of others to determine their 
degree of success (Kagan, I96I4.)* Such trends have influenced Lynn 
(3.962) to hypothesize that females have a greater affiliation need than 
males, and are more dependent on the external context of a perceptual 
situation. Males, in contrast, possess internalized moral standards 
and are better in problem-solving skills than are females. Men aged 
1.5-6i|. think in terms of the self, personal achievement and personal 
accomplishment. Women think in terms of the environment and desire for 
social love and friendship (Bennett and Cohen, 1959)* Even language 
styles of males and females follow the same pattern. College males have 
a more "instrumental" style, use more active verbs, make fewer refer­
ences to others and focus on personal ego-involvement. College females 
have a more "affective" style, use more passive verbs, more nouns, and 
refer more to others and the community (Warshay, 1972).
Adult men and women, therefore, appear to differ in their cogni­
tive capacities and organization. Their approaches to the environment 
and the type of reinforcement sought for their actions differ. The 
differences summarized above, though, are in the aggregate. Obviously, 
individuals vax*y tremendously as do the generalizations themselves, 
depending on influences from outside variables. For instance, even 
though women are generally thought to be more conforming than men, the 
opposite is true at times, depending on the task context in question and
32
the characteristics of the people involved (Sistrunk and McDavid, 1971)• 
Any conclusions; then, bearing on differential gender behavior and cogni­
tive orientation to the world must be reviewed critically because 
although overall sex differences in play preferences and displayed 
behaviors remain fairly constant from birth to adolescence, these dif­
ferences may be affected by specific social situations. For instance, 
such variables as social class, ordinal position, sibling sex, parental 
presence or absence, and race are thought to guide differential gender 
behavior and cognitive development. Their exact position and effect in 
the process, however, are debatable; research indicates contradictory 
results.
Social class appears to have an influence in the development of 
gender-specific behavior. Working-class boys and girls are aware of 
sex-appropriate behavior earlier and more clearly than children of the 
middle class (Rabban, 1950; Oakley, 1972; Kagan and Moss, 1962). This 
may be due to differences in values and beliefs between classes— for 
example, as the educational level of a family rises, its members are 
less likely to prefer "traditional” values (Kagan and Moss, 1962). 
Middle-class mothers are not as worried about limiting their young 
daughters to feminine toys and activities— they believe they will grow 
out of it (Hartley, 1966).* Although middle- and working-class parents 
may share some sets of values, they are not identical. When referring 
to their fifth-grad.e children, for instance, parents generally want them 
to be popular, ambitious and affectionate. Middle-class parents, though, 
want their sons to be happy and curious above all while working-class
*This, in itself, may reflect a feminine attitude. How fathers 
felt about the situation was not reported.
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parents think that obeying parents is most important. For daughters, 
middle-class parents think that to be considerate is.highly important 
whereas working-class parents want their daughters to be neat and clean 
above all (Kohn, 1959).
Parents also differ in expectations for their children and in 
their behavior toward them. Well-educated mothers physically handle 
their infant sons more than lower-educated mothers. On the whole, also, 
sons are handled more roughly and actively than daughters (Levin et al.,
1967). Middle-class fathers expect their sons to occupy a position in 
the middle class when they grow up; they don’t expect this for their 
daughters. They also want their sons to demonstrate responsibility, 
athletic ability, and emotional stability, whereas they want their 
daughters to be nice, pretty, affectionate and well-liked (Aberle and 
Naegle, 1952).
It is likely that such differences in parental behavior and 
expectations influence offspring behavior and cognitions and that peer 
values may reinforce some of these behaviors and not others. For 
example, restlessness is less acceptable (for boys) by twelve-year-old 
peers in the upper class than in the working class. Similarly, tomboy- 
ishness in girls is unpopular in the upper class but popular in the 
lower classes. In general, upper-class children stress more conformity 
to adult standards for themselves than lower-class children (Pope,
1953).
Although the evidence is not substantial, ordinal position and 
the sex of siblings are also believed to influence gender-related behav­
ior. When five-year-olds are shown pictures of various activities, only 
children (those with no brothers or sisters) choose more sex-appropriate
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activities than children with older sex-like siblings (Fauls and Smith,
1956). First-grade children with brothers emit more masculine traits 
than those with sisters (Koch, cited in Mussen, Conger and Kagan, 1969: 
500). Furthermore, five- and six-year-old3 with cross-sexed siblings 
display more characteristics of the opposite sex than those with only 
same-sexed siblings (Brim, 1958). When teachers rated first-grade girls 
for tomboyishness, however, there were no influences by sibling sex, 
ordinal position or age (Koch, 1956).
Laosa and Brophy hypothesized that a sex and birth order inter­
action would appear in measures relating to sex-typing since parents 
treat sexes differently and first-borns are more thoroughly socialized 
than later boras; first-born boys and girls, therefore, should differ 
more on sex-typed variables than later boras. They found, however, that 
this is not so in kindergarten-aged children. Sex differences did 
appear, but birth order showed no influence on Lynn’s measures of sex- 
role orientation, preference or adoption. These findings are consistent 
with Kohlberg's cognitive development theory (rather than social learn­
ing theory) which implies that sex-typing is mediated through cognitive 
development; birth order and other such variables play no part (Laosa 
and Brophy, 1972). The lack of any association between ordinal position 
and/or sibling sex (or other social variables) and the relative degree 
of masculine and feminine characteristics (cognitive and behavioral) is 
consistent with cognitive development theory, while the presence of an 
association is consistent with social-learning theory. When conflicting 
results emerge in connection with this association, it is difficult to 
determine what exactly is the cause.
Effects of the mother working outside the home are also not
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clearly established. A female child whose mother works may conceptual­
ize the female role as less restrictive with a wider range of activities 
available to her (Hoffman, 1963). This may be because, if the mother 
works, the balance of power in the family may be altered, affecting gen­
der identities and behavior patterns of the children (Oakley, 1972).
Wife employment (at least for a year), however, fails to alter the power 
structure of the family, and there is evidence that families with work­
ing- and non-working wives are both fairly equalitarian (Blood and Hamb­
lin, 1968). Daughters, though, are more aggressive, dominant, dis­
obedient and independent when their mothers work— they exhibit more 
traditional masculine behaviors. Possibly it is a result of adult gen­
der roles becoming less differentiated when both parents work (Nye and 
Hoffman, 1963). A husband and wife who both work may define their own 
roles differently from a husband who works but whose wife does not. In 
other words, the actual physical presence may not, per se, be the deter­
minant. Rather it may be the influence of the parents' conceptualiza­
tion and acting out of their own behavior roles. On the other hand, 
evidence exists to the contrary. The mother *s working status has failed 
to influence eight- to eleven-year-olds' choices in picking out pictures 
of activities, etc. that they associate themselves with (Hartley and 
Hardesty, 1961}.). Furthermore, no differences are found in relationship 
to independent-dependent behavior patterns between children of working 
and non-working mothers (Siegal et al., 1959).
The presence or absence of a father (or father figure) is also 
thought to direct masculinity development in sons. Father-absent boys 
are less masculine in their responses than father-present boys (Biller,
1968). Kindergarten boys with fathers are more masculine in projective
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sex-role orientation and slightly more so in game preferences than boys 
with no fathers (Biller, 1969). Pre-school boys separated from their 
fathers are also less aggressive and less independent than boys who do 
not experience such a separation. Indeed, the fathers viewed their sons 
as "sissies" (Stolz et al., 195U)• Furthermore, pre-school father- 
absent boys are less aggressive in doll play than father-present boys 
(Bach, 1946; Sears, Pintler and Sears, 19^6). On the other hand, pre­
adolescent boys, whose fathers are away nine months of the year as 
sailors, display exaggerated masculine manners at times. (it is also 
noted they display highly feminine behaviors at times, when compared to 
boys not separated from their fathers) (Lynn and Sawrey, 1959).
Finally, preadolescent father-absent boys do develop masculine prefer­
ences, at least after they reach school age (D*Andrade, 1962).*
Like social class and family structure, race is considered a 
possible influence in the development of masculinity and femininity in 
children. The evidence, though, is conflicting, and any differences 
between blacks and whites may prove to be a function of class rather 
than race; further research is necessary. Since this study does not 
treat race as a variable, a review of the literature will not be pre­
sented here. Interested readers are referred elsewhere for discussions 
and studies on race and its possible effects on gender development
*Father presence is not the only possible factor in the develop­
ment of masculine characteristics in children. Boys with high masculine 
ratings on the It Scale have more affectionate fathers (Mussen and 
Distler, 1961). Highly masculine boys (kindergarten aged) also perceive 
their fathers as powerful (with nurturant and punitive potentials) (Mus­
sen and Distler, 1959). These findings support role theory, which 
states that a child will assimilate the role of a person with whom he 
has intensive interactions, especially if the individual is perceived 
as powerful.
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(Koch, I9U+; Davis and Havighurst, 1951 > Broom and Glenn, 1966; Centers, 
Raven and Rodrigues, 1971> Scanzoni, 1971> Freeman et al., 1975)*
Socio-economic status, family composition and structure, and 
race are the most well-known social factors believed to direct masculin­
ity and femininity development in children. Other possible factors, 
however, cannot be ignored. Once a child reaches school age, the teacher 
may have some influence. Both male and femaJLe teachers approve of 
dependency more than aggression for boys and girls (in middle-class 
schools) (Etaugh and Hughes, 1975)* Even peers, themselves, may influ­
ence each other's behaviors. One may also ponder whether the experi­
menter's sex can affect results; it was not a significant variable, 
though, in the degree of 3-5 year olds' appropriate sex-typed responses 
to the It Scale, Toy Preference Test or Pictures Test (Borstelmann, 
I96I).- Its significance, therefore, appears to be minimal.
CHAPTER IV
STATEMENT OP THE PROBLEM
Past research on gender roles shares a common methodological 
approach. In many of the studies selected objects used by and activi­
ties engaged in by children are previously categorized as masculine or 
feminine, and the subjects are then rated on their degree of masculinity 
or femininity according to which objects or activities they choose.
Even if objects and activities are not previously defined as masculine 
or feminine, most studies at least attempt to measure masculinity, 
femininity and sex-role adoption through a forced-choice situation where 
objects and activities are pre-selected.
The most popular tests of this type include the following:
l) Brown's It Scale for Children (Brown, 1958)* This test consists of 
cards with pictures of toys, figures and activities which are typically 
masculine or feminine. A child-figure, called "It" (supposedly neither 
male nor female) is shown to the child, who then makes choices for "It" 
between two of the cards held up by the experimenter. Whether the 
child chooses masculine or feminine cards is considered a measure of 
his sex-role identification 2) Sears' Boll Play Preference Procedures 
(Sears, 1957). The child is provided with a set of dolls and asked to 
"make-up" a fantasy scene with those dolls. The dolls which are chosen 
and the type of scene conceptualized are then evaluated for masculine/ 
feminine characteristics 3) Human Figure Drawing (Brown and Tolar,
1957). The child is asked to draw a figure of a person and whether he
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draws a male or female is considered a reflection of which gender the 
child most identifies with 1|) Game Preferences (Rosenberg and Sutton- 
Smith, 1959). Children are asked to check off items they like or dis­
like from a list of games presented to them 5) The Toy Preference Test 
(DeLucia, 1963). Children are asked which toy they prefer when two 
choices are offered and 6) The M-F Test (Terman and Miles, 1936)— a 
paper and pencil questionnaire designed for seventh-graders and older 
children. (Multiple choice responses on word associations, interests, 
opinions, emotional and ethical responses, etc., determine the indivi­
dual 1 s placement on the masculine-feminine continuum.)
In all these studies (and similar ones where the subject is 
involved in a forced-choice situation) there is the possibility of 
influence from the instrument itself; that is, there may be times when 
the child is forced into a decision which does not reflect his true 
feelings or preferences. Due to the nature of such instruments, chil­
dren are limited in indicating what they really feel and/or prefer.
Hie-child must decide within the boundaries of the experimental situa­
tion itself. It is, therefore, plausible that such methodologies do 
not reach the level of precision they seek. Intervening variables such 
as the experimenter and experimental situation itself, attractiveness 
of pictures and figures presented to the child, as well as the original 
selection of toys or games from which the child chooses may have a 
larger effect on the results than what is trying to be measured—  
masculinity and femininity.
A slightly different type of test for masculine and feminine 
characteristics is Goodenough's Draw-A-Man Test (Goodenough, 1926, 1928, 
1931). Originally developed to assess intelligence (mental development)
ho
through nonverbal means, it can also be applied to an analysis of sex 
differences. In this test children are merely asked to draw a picture 
of a man after which the drawings are analyzed for position of figure, 
presence of body parts, etc. (see also Harris, 1963*). Goodenough's 
work is one of the rare pieces of research which actually utilizes 
free-style drawings by children as "measures" of other phenomenon (i.e., 
intelligence or sex differences). And although analysis of children's 
figure drawings is quite well documented through such approaches as 
Goodenough's Braw-A-Man Test, drawings which include figures’ relation­
ships to the outside environment are more rare. It is quite possible 
that boys and girls associate themselves with differential clusters of 
objects and activity levels as well as with discriminating figure por­
trayals.
One goal of this study, therefore, is to explore this area more 
thoroughly and to introduce free-style drawings that boys and girls draw 
of themselves playing as viable representations of their selective 
orientation and perception of the world. Such an approach helps to 
minimize instrument interference. Since children are not forced to 
choose between two (or more) objects or activities already provided, it 
is believed that the results are more valid than those obtained from 
other methods. Because a drawing is "free-style," the results reflect 
the child's preferences and behaviors more directly. The child is not 
denied the opportunity to express himself in such an approach. It is 
very well possible for such to occur in a forced—choice situation.
Cognitive development theory implies that, as a function of sex,
*As a modification of the procedure above, Harris asks the child 
to draw a picture of a woman and of himself as well as a man.
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children will display activity preferences and characteristic cognitive 
styles (Erikson, 1971). Kohlberg suggests that these discriminate dis­
plays reflect a conceptual development which results in the organization 
of the world along sex-role dimensions (Kohlberg, 1966). If this is so, 
males and females should display distinctive play activities and concep­
tualize themselves in relation to such activities differentially. If 
indeed data and objects from the external world are selectively per­
ceived and internally organized by boys and girls, patterned differences 
should emerge in their free-style visual artifacts. A second goal of 
this study, then, is to attempt to substantiate this proposition.
Finally, the effects of social class, family structure, ordinal 
position, and sibling sex on patterned sex differences are not clear.
If these variables do influence the relative degree of masculinity and 
femininity manifested by the sexes (as social learning theory suggests), 
they should alter the patterned differences displayed in pictures of 
play activity. If they do not, the patterned differences between the 
sexes will remain constant across these various social situations, 
which in turn would provide evidence for cognitive theory (or other 
theory) as opposed to social learning theory.
The third goal of this study is to locate possible social- 
environmental influences on children's selection of play preferences 
as operationalized through self-drawn pictures of play activity.
Kleeman suggests that the environment does impinge on cognitive develop­
ment and capacity, but he limits that suggestion to gender development 
for children under age four (Kleeman, 1971)• The focus of this study 
is the relative impact of these two forces at the stage of development 
where gender orientation is more firmly molded— around age six or seven.
h2
If particular social environments do in fact direct cognitive differen­
tiation, differences will appear not only between the sexes but also 
when specific social variables are introduced.
In summary, the three major goals of this research are:
1) to introduce free-style drawings that boys and girls draw of 
themselves playing as viable representations of male and female selec­
tive orientations and perceptions of the world;
2) to test the proposition that males and females do consis­
tently and selectively perceive and internally organize data and objects
from the outside world, regardless of their social learning history 
(cognitive development position); and
3) to test the proposition that the immediate social environment
(i.e., the family) directs gender differentiation, resulting in varia­
tions not only between the sexes, but also within a sex, when social 
conditions differ (social learning position).
CHAPTER V
METHODOLOGY
Rationale for Selection of Methodology 
The decision to analyze artwork (drawings) for sex differences 
was not reached randomly or without careful thought. Firstly, drawing 
is a universal mode of expression and secondly, children can express 
their ideas easily through drawings (McCarty, 1921;). It is also 
believed that children draw the things and situations which are most 
familiar to them. Drawings, therefore, become reflections of familiar­
ity. An important extension of this idea is that when children are 
asked to draw one thing only, then they must make a choice or selection 
between a number of things that are familiar to them. According to the 
value hypothesis, a child faced with such a decision will select a 
thing and/or situation toward which he or she holds positive attitudes. 
If a group of similar people include similar scenes in their drawings, 
the drawings could then be said to reflect group values (Dennis, 1966). 
Through pictures of people, children also reflect impressions of their 
own bodies (Harris, 19&3) if children who possess something in
common (such as being male or female) draw similar figures and objects, 
it may very well represent values held in common by those children.
It is widely accepted that art is an expression of value, and 
children's art is no exception (McCarty, 1924; Lowenfeld, 1947; Harris, 
1963). More specifically, it is thought that their drawings represent 
only that which is actively important to them. Looking at children's
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pictures, then, allows one to see "how far the child has proceeded in 
the grasp of himself and of the surrounding world. A .knowledge of what 
actively motivates the child further reveals the emotional significance 
'which the represented objects have for the child" (Lowenfeld, 191+7:25)* 
(Such knowledge was not obtained in this study.) "A child's drawing of 
an object is an index to his conception of that object. . .; includes 
elements essential to him; reveals discriminations he's made about the 
object as a concept" (Harris, 1963:6-7)• ®1US» what a child includes
in his/her drawings can be interpreted as a "measure" of what is concep­
tually important to that child and of how he/she views him/herself in 
relation to the external world.
Boys and girls differ in what they include in their drawings. 
Females (aged seven through twelve, white) draw their own sex larger 
than boys. Girls also draw more full-faced, figures while boys draw more
f
profiles (Weider and Noller, 1953)* College students also differ. When 
asked to complete partially drawn pictures, males built upward and out­
ward, formed closed areas, used sharp lines, and depicted "dynamic" 
objects (which move under their own power). Females built interiors, 
left open ends, used blunt lines and depicted static objects (Franck and 
Rosen, 19b9)•
An in-depth study of paintings by preschoolers reveals some dis­
tinctive trends for boys and girls. Paintings of one hundred and fifty 
2-1+ year olds were studied for one year, controlling for children's 
backgrounds, current forces affecting them, and their day-to-day experi­
ences. Generally, it was discovered that the paintings reflect the 
inner lives of the children. The drawings "reveal the effect of each 
child's specific and ever-changing experiences on his particular nature
k$
and development" (Alschuler, 191+7 O)- Specifically, girls use more 
intense color and are more persistent with it than hoys. The authors 
note a parallelism with emotion here— the girls' interest in using color 
is associated with strong emotional drives. Boys- (at age-5)- make use of 
vertical lines and strokes more often than girls. (The data, however, 
do not reveal significant differences.) In total, verticals were asso­
ciated with "outgoingness", self-confidence, and assertiveness for both 
boys and girls, as were heavy strokes and strong color effects (Alschu- 
ler, 19U7).
Older children also display sex differences in.the content and 
style of their drawings. Six- to eight-year-old girls exceed boys in 
the complexity of their pictures (possibly reflecting cognitive and/or 
skill factors as well as better sex identification). Boys more often 
show figures in action, with profiles, exaggerated feet and length of 
arms and legs. Girls emphasize eyes and exceed boys in the number of 
items and amount of detail drawn in their figures (Harris, 1963). Good- 
enough also found females often draw more: l) eye detail, such as brows
and lashes, 2) smooth or neatly parted hair, 3) "Cupid’s bow" mouth, and 
1+) cheeks. Males more often draw: l) head and feet in profile, and
2) a walking or running figure. (The children came from a variety of 
social classes and localities) (Harris, 1963).
Another study of children’s drawings confirms the above findings. 
Children aged 1+ to 8 (kindergarten to second grade) from all over the 
United States (N=31»239) were asked to draw anything they wanted. No 
color was allowed— children were instructed to use only black or brown. 
After a complete analysis the following sex differences emerged: pro­
portionately, boys draw more domestic and wild animals, a sky, clouds,
1+6
geographical conceptions, buildings, vehicles, tools, flags and fantasy 
characters; girls draw more children, babies, a sun, a moon, stars, 
trees, flowers, miscellaneous nature, houses, furniture, dishes, cloth­
ing, toys and receptacles.
The authors conclude that boys select mechanical objects as well 
as objects connected with a wider range of adult social interests.
Their natural objects involve animals and physically larger aspects of 
natural surroundings. Girls select social interests relating to child­
hood and domestic life. Natural objects involve plant life. Boys, 
therefore, direct their attention and interests to the mechanical, 
scientific aspects of life; girls direct theirs toward the esthetic 
(McCarty, 192+).
Some other sex differences also appeared: girls were more
interested and excelled in the representation of detail and of single 
objects; boys were better at the representation of objects in relation 
to one another. Girls also used more mass (the coloring in of objects) 
while boys used more outline. Finally, girls drew more full-faced 
figures; boys, more profiles (McCarty, 1921+).
Class status (as well as other social variables) should also be 
considered when analyzing the content of children’s drawings. For 
instance, the number of sex-specific details (i.e., hair, clothing) in 
drawings of figures may be related to class status. However, no socio­
economic differences are found for 8-11 year-olds in what sex they draw 
first (when asked to draw a_ person) or in how large the drawing is 
(Weider and Noller, 1950 > 1953)*
Race is also an interesting factor; junior high school blacks 
often draw figures lacking Negroid features. (The authors project it
may reflect a desire for assimilation and integration. Whether the 
authors, themselves, were black or white was not stated) (Frisch and 
Handler, 1967). In 1957> black university students were asked to draw 
any kind of man, and all drew white men. In 19&7? when repeated, lQ% 
drew blacks (Dennis,. 1$?68) (perhaps a reflection of a more positive 
self-image).* Junior-high-school students display a larger hair:face, 
ratio than whites-— the hair is overemphasized and distorted (Frisch et 
al., 1967). Finally, third- through fifth-grade boys’ self-drawings 
were compared for reflections of inadequacy and inferiority. No differ­
ences were found between blacks, Italian whites and non-Italian whites 
(Gasser, 1961).
Whether such variables as parental presence and family structure 
influence how a child draws and what he/she includes in drawings is not 
known. Another goal of this study is to discover whether there are any 
such relationships. If children’s drawings do reflect their cognitive 
orientation to the world, and if such development is influenced by 
social situations (i.e., the family), then differences in drawings may 
very well appear.
The Sample
The sample consists of 181+ first- and second-graders from a 
public school system on Long Island, New York: 89 (U8.1* percent) are
first-graders, and 95 (51*6 percent) are second-graders. Originally,
195 children were selected to take part, but eleven were absent. The 
sample, which includes the total population of these grades at the
*Whether the subjects used pencils, crayons, or some other draw­
ing utensil was not noted. How the drawings were rated as black or 
white was also not indicated.
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school, is composed of five first-grade and four second-grade classes.
Of the nine classes, two are classified as "readiness” classes where the 
Children are considered slow learners and/or "behavioral problems. In 
total, these two classes include twenty-three children (12.5 percent of 
the total sample). The nine teachers are all female, and the one art 
teacher with whom the children have special sessions twice a week is 
also female.
Background data for the sample is distributed as follows (see 
Appendix I for tables):
1. Sex: 53• 3% of the sample is male; h&*7% is female.
2. Age: 38.6% of the sample is six years old; 52.7%> seven years
old; 5«4%» eight years old; and 3*3% known.
3. Race: 96*2% of the sample is white; 3*8% is of some other non­
black ethnic background (e.g., Chinese).
Ordinal Position: 22.8% of the sample is the eldest in his/her
family; 22.8%, in the middle; ij.6.2%, the youngest; and 8.2% are only 
children.
5. Sibling Presence: 57*55% of the sample has brothers, l|2.ii% do
not; 61.95% has sisters, 38.0% do not.
6, Parental Presence: 92.9% of the sample live with both their
mother and father; 5«U% live only with their mother; 0.5% live only with
their father; and 1.1% with neither.
7* Father’s Occupation (Edwards’ Scale): 2l|..5% of the sample's
fathers are professionals; 20.7% are owners, managers or officials;
21.2% are clerks; 17*9% are skilled workers or foremen; 2.7% are semi­
skilled workers; 2.7% a^e unskilled workers; and 10.3% no  ̂applicable 
or not known. If the first three categories (professionals, owners- 
managers-officials, and clerks) are collapsed into one category and the 
last three (skilled, semiskilled and unskilled workers) into another 
category, the results are: 66.6% in the first category (to be labeled
middle-class or white-collar workers) and 23*3% an "the second category 
(to be labeled working-class or blue-collar workers).
8. Father's Occupation (Duncan’s SEI Rankings): Rankings range
from a low of ”7" to a high to "93"• mean score is 61.3; the mode
is 72 (school teacher); and the median is 67.9*
9. Mother's Working Status: 21.2% of mothers work outside of the 
home; 76.6% do not; and 2.2% is not known or is not applicable.
10. Mother’s Occupation (Duncan's SEI Rankings): Rankings range
from a low of "26" to a high of ”81". The mean score is 56.2; the mode 
is 72 (school teacher); and the median is 65* Rankings were obtained 
for only l+.8% of the sample. For 95*1% of the sample the variable was 
not applicable or it was not known.
Procedure
On March 10 and 11, 1976, drawings were collected from each 
child in the sample described above. (Parental permission was not 
necessary to collect either the drawings or the background information 
requested.) The same procedure, detailed below, was followed for each 
of the nine classes.
The children were first told to clear their desks of all mater­
ials and writing utensils and then asked by their teacher to listen to 
directions given by the researcher. The researcher then provided the 
class with a short introduction briefly explaining her reason for being 
there: "My name is Miss Amy Pullen and I am here with you today to ask
you to help me with a special project I am working on. My project 
involves children of your age, and I need your help to make my project 
a success. I have some materials here which I am going to pass out to 
you, but before I do, I’d like you to close your eyes for just a minute 
and think. I’d like you to think of your favorite game or activity—  
whatever it is that you like to play best. When you have the idea, open 
your eyes so I know you're ready. I don’t want you to tell me what the 
idea is, just keep it to yourself."
When everyone had opened their eyes, I passed out a 12" x 18" 
piece of Manila paper and a box of eight different colored crayons to 
each child. (The colors included red, orange, yellow, green, blue, 
violet, black and brown.) The following instructions were given next:
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"Take any color crayon out of the box and put your first name and the 
first letter of your last name anywhere on the paper. When you are done, 
turn the paper over," (When all papers were turned over,) "Now I'd like 
you to draw a picture for me— a. picture of yourself playing, doing what­
ever you like to do most. I'd like you to draw that idea you thought of 
a few minutes ago. I want to know what you like to do, not what your 
friends or neighbors like to do. Please use only the crayons I gave 
you— -nothing else."
No other particular instructions or structure were provided; 
that is, no further suggestion or encouragement was provided as to what 
to draw or how to draw it. If anyone asked if he could draw something 
in particular, replies were "yes", only if he really wanted to include 
it in his picture.
The children were given as much time as necessary to complete 
their drawings to their own satisfaction. On the average, it took one- 
half hour to pass out the materials, for the children to draw the pic­
tures and to return the materials. When each child finished his/her 
picture, he/she brought it and the box of crayons to me. I first made 
a positive comment about the picture and then thanked the child for 
his/her help in the project. When all the drawings and materials were 
handed back to me, I thanked the class as a whole for their cooperation 
and participation. I then explained that I was going to look at each 
picture to see what kinds of games and activities they drew. Finally,
I gave each child a lollipop as a "thank you" for their time and good 
work.
The background information was collected for each child parti­
cipating in the research. Through school records and the school nurse
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the information was obtained and written on a 3" x notecard (one card 
for each child).* It was also originally planned to collect information 
on the child’s race and educational level of the head of the household. 
Due to the nature of the sample, though, only white children partici­
pated** and educational level information for the father, unfortunately, 
was not available.
After the drawings were collected, each card was matched to the 
corresponding drawing according to the child's name, and then they were 
stapled together.
Variables
Each drawing was subjected to a content analysis focusing on the
following variables. The definition of each variable may be found in
Appendix II.






*The invaluable aid of Mrs. Harriet Gottlieb (a first-grade 
teacher) must be noted here. First of all, without her the project 
could not have been completed. Permission to conduct the study was 
secured only through her help and assistance. Secondly, she was also 
kind enough to gather information that was available through the files 
as I was not allowed to look at the files themselves. Furthermore, not 
being familiar with how the files were organized, it would have taken 
me a large amount of time to select the information from the myriad of 
data and subjective evaluations which make up the files. The help of 
Mrs. Jane Maickels, the school nurse, must also be noted here. Without 
her personal knowledge of each child’s family, the information on paren­
tal presence and mother employment could not have been obtained.
**It was also originally planned to collect the sample from the 
Tidewater area of Virginia so that both black and white children could 
be included in the study. Unfortunately, permission was not granted by 
the school system selected so an alternative had to be substituted.
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Independent Variables ('background data)— Continued
Number of sisters 
Parental presence
Father’s occupation— Edwards' Scale 











Number of colors 
Number of figures 
Body type







Number of clothing accessories 









Propulsion of object 
Domestic activity
Buildings or house 















Number of other natural details 
Total number of natural sur­
rounding details 
Number of building details 
Number of play objects 
Number of active (mechanical, 
animate) play objects 
Number of passive (inanimate) 
play objects 
Number of play objects cannot 
determine 
Figure size relationship 
Figure activity relationship 
Figure-background relationship
Coding
The complete code is presented in Appendix III. To test the 
reliability of each category in the code, two coders independently 
examined fifty representative drawings (27% of the sample). The selected 
drawings were roughly half male and half female and represented a wide
variety of family backgrounds. One first-grade and one second-grade
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class were included. Correlation coefficients "between coders' answers 
were then computed. One coder was female (myself) and the other male, 
to control for any possible sex bias in how categories were coded.* The 
coefficients are presented in Appendix IV. High inter-rater reliability 
was found. Only one variable ("Speed") fell under the accepted relia­
bility correlation coefficient level of .75* How-ever, the two coders 
agreed on their answers for "Speed" 98 percent of the time.
Each drawing was coded in sections; that is, the code itself was 
divided into sections according to similar material, and then each pic­
ture was analyzed for that particular section before continuing to the 
next section. This procedure allowed the coders to concentrate on one 
(or a few) variables at a time, with the intent to reduce error and 










After inter-rater reliability had been established, the investi­
gator then coded the rest of the drawings in the same manner.
Statistical Approaches
Preliminary descriptive statistics (frequency counts) for each 
of the variables were tabulated, primarily to observe the distribution
*1 must thank Stephen Spiers for volunteering to be the other 
coder. His concentration, suggestions and sense of humor helped to 
ease and quicken the coding process.
of the independent variables. The degree of overall gender differences 
for each of the dependent variables was then determined, utilizing the 
chi-square statistic and t-tests (for nominal and interval level vari­
ables, respectively). To examine whether these gender-difference pat­
terns were altered by environmental conditions, the other independent 
variables were introduced as control variables. For instance, gender- 
difference patterns for children with brothers and for those without 
brothers were compared; gender differences for six-year-olds and seven- 
year-olds were compared, etc.
It was also of interest whether, differences appeared within each 
sex v/hen the environmental conditions were introduced. The existence of 
any differences here was noted. For instance, although it was known 
that most females drewT a certain number of play objects, it was also 
determined whether girls who have working mothers drew less, more or an 
equal number of play objects as compared to girls who have non-working 
mothers.
Finally, independent factor analyses (varimax rotation) for 
males and females were performed on the dependent variables.* If there 
are underlying, more basic differences between the sexes (in terms of 
their actual play preferences and unconscious abstract orientation to 
the world), they should appear as clusters (and factor loadings) when 
the variables are factor analyzed.
*Not all of the dependent variables were included in the factor 
analyses. Excluded variables were those where either Q%% or more (or 
1%% or less) of both boys and girls included the variable in their draw­
ings. Since these variables were either so common or uncommon to both 
the sexes, they were not considered discriminating enough to have any 




It is hypothesized in general that first- and second-graders' 
drawings of themselves at play will reflect the types of activities they 
are familiar with; more specifically, the drawings' content will reveal 
differential play activities of hoys and girls which, in turn, are 
believed to represent how these children view themselves in relation 
to the world. If boys and girls do consistently draw themselves in 
association with different activities, in different activity levels, 
and with different objects and object relationships, it suggests that 
actual sex differences in behavior and psychological orientation to the 
world (sex-roles) exist by this age. To explore whether these sex 
differences are influenced by social conditions it is also hypothesized 
that such variables as age, ordinal position and family structure and 
position will have an effect on the differences.
The following specific hypotheses are suggested (in all 
instances it is expected that differences will be statistically signifi­
cant at the .0£ level or above):
Color Usage
Hypothesis 1: Boys and girls will use colors differently in their
drawings.
1A: Boys and girls will differ in the selection of colors.
More boys than girls will use black. More girls than
boys will use red, orange, yellow, green, blue, and violet.
IB: Boys and girls will differ in the number of colors selected.
Girls will use more colors than boys.
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Figure Representation
Hypothesis 2: Boys and girls will draw different numbers of figures,
different types of figures, and represent their figures in
different types of clothing and motions.
2A: Girls will draw more figures per picture than boys.
2B: More girls than boĵ s will draw clothed (realistic), figures.
More boys than girls will draw representational and stick 
figures.
2C: Girls will draw more figure (body) details than boys.
2D: More boys than girls will draw their heads in a profile
position. More girls than boys will draw their heads 
face-on.
2E: More boys than girls will draw their feet in a profile
position; more girls than boys will draw their feet face-on.
2F: Girls will draw taller figures than boys.
2G: More girls than boys will draw long hair.
2H: Boys will draw themselves in pants only; girls will draw
themselves in pants and dresses.
2J: Girls will draw more clothing accessories than boys.
2K: More girls than boys will draw themselves sitting, standing
(no motion) and in repetitive motion; more boys than girls 
will draw themselves in progressive motion.
Activities and Objects
Hypothesis 3: Boys and girls will draw different types of objects and
activities.
3A: More boys than girls will draw sports activities or situa­
tions.
3B: More boys than girls will draw mechanical objects.
3C: More boys than girls will express aggression.
3D: More boys than girls will represent speed.
3E: More girls than boys will draw hopscotch and/or Jumproping.
3F: More boys than girls will draw pets.
3G: More girls than boys will draw kites.
3H: More boys than girls will draw themselves playing with a
ball.
3-J: More boys than girls will draw themselves propelling an
object.
3K: More girls than boys will draw domestic activity.
3L: More girls than boys will draw houses and/or buildings.
3M: More girls than boys will draw playground activity (swings,
slides, etc.)
3N: More girls than boys will draw babies or dolls.
3P: More girls than boys will represent talking.
3Q: More girls than boys will draw no activity.
Natural Surroundings
Hypothesis it: Boys and girls will draw different types of natural sur­
rounding details.
kA: More girls than boys will draw a sun.
I4B: More boys than girls will draw clouds.
l+C: More boys than girls will draw a sky.
IjD: More girls than boys will draw trees.
I4E: More boys than girls will draw roads.
Ĵ F: More girls than boys will draw grass.
]+G: More girls than boys will draw flowers.
J4H: Girls and boys will not differ in the number of sidewalks
they portray.
ij.J: Girls will draw more natural surrounding details than boys.
I4K: Gix'ls will draw more building details than boys.
Play Objects
Hypothesis $1 Boys and girls will draw different numbers and types of 
play objects.
$A: Boys will draw more play objects than girls.
$B: More boys than girls will draw active (mechanical, animate) 
play objects.
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5C: More boys than girls will draw passive (inanimate) play
objects.
Figure-Figure Relationships
Hypothesis 6: When drawing two or more figures, boys and girls will.
depict the figures in different types of social relationships.
6A: More girls than boys will draw themselves (as individuals)
in different sizes (taller or shorter) than other figures. 
More boys than girls will draw themselves the same size.'
633: More boys than girls will draw themselves in coordinated
activity; more girls than boys will draw themselves in
parallel activity.
Figure-Background Relationship
Hypothesis 7 s More girls than boys will draw figures integrated formal­
ly into the background; more boys than girls will draw their 
figures floating or disconnected in relationship to the back­
ground.
Some of the above hypotheses are already supported by previous 
research and have been found to discriminate between boys1 and girls' 
drawings of figures and objects. These hypotheses include numbers 2A- 
2F, 2J, 2K, and kA-ipJ. Other hypotheses have also been supported by 
past research, either in play preferences or gender-orientation to the 
world, but have not been explicitly analyzed in drawings (numbers 2G,
2H, 3A-3Q, i|K-7). Only the first two hypotheses (relating to color 
usage) do not have explicit past support.
It is therefore believed that the above hypotheses will be
supported by the present study. Taken independently, each one should 
reveal distinct gender differences in the direction indicated in each 
Hypothesis.
It is also of interest whether the variables cluster together 
to form more subtle, underlying- masculine and feminine behavior pat­
terns. If certain variables are consistently included together in the
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drawings of one sex but not the other, then perhaps the sexes differ in 
their fundamental outlooks and preferential behavior sequences. If so, 
this may infer that they differ in their basic orientation to the out­
side world and in how they view their behavioral roles in relation to 
that world. Such differences are believed to exist.
Thus, it is suggested that certain variables will intercorrelate
and that the resulting clusters will differ in content and importance 
for boys and girls. It is hypothesized that the following clusters will 
emerge from the original variables:
Cluster 1: An action or activity cluster, composed of the following
variables, will emerge for males but not for females: number
of play objects, activity level, head position, foot position, 
and number of active play objects. Males will load signifi­
cantly on this cluster; females will not.
Cluster 2: A cluster, focusing on details, will emerge for females but
not for males. The following variables will be included: num­
ber of background (natural surrounding) details, and number of 
building details. Females will load significantly on this 
cluster; males will not.
Cluster 3: A "coordination with objects" cluster, composed of the
following variables, will emerge for males but not for females: 
sports activities, ball, propulsion of an object and type of 
activity. Males will load significantly on this cluster; 
females will not.
It is believed that males and females will differ with respect 
to each of the variables listed above, and that clusters will emerge to 
reflect basic sex differences in how children view themselves and their 
roles in the world. Such results, however, do not provide information 
about possible sources of and influences on the differentiation. It is 
conceivable that the immediate environment of the child (i.e., the 
family) influences the child's conception of himself or herself and 
his/her place in the world. More specifically, do children of the same 
sex, brought up in different family situations, draw different
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activities and personal relationships with those activities? Do they 
view their roles and behaviors (unconsciously) in different ways? 
Furthermore, are the underlying clusters affected by different family 
structures?
It is suggested that environmental variables such as social 
class, parental presence, ordinal position and sex of siblings will 
influence children's activity preferences and conceptual orientation 
to the world, as depicted through pictures. If social learning theory 
has merit, the presence or absence of a parent and/or siblings (who act 
as models) should influence a child's gender-role development. If 
cognitive development theory has merit, different social conditions 
should have no major influence.
The following hypotheses, then, follow from social learning
theory:
1) Father-absent boys will display weaker loadings on masculine 
variables than father-present boys.
2) Girls with working mothers will display weaker loadings on 
feminine variables than girls with non-working mothers.
3) Children with cross-sexed siblings will display weaker load­
ings than those with same-sexed siblings.
k) Middle-Class children will display weaker loadings than 
working-class children.
5) First-borns and only children will display stronger loadings 
than other children.
(A masculine or feminine variable is defined as one for which there is 




Overall gender differences appear for many, but not all, of the 
variables under investigation. (See Table 2 for the complete list of 
nominal variables and significance levels. See Table 3 for the complete 
list of interval level variables and their significance levels.) Many 
of the hypotheses are therefore confirmed while others are not. The 
results for each confirmed hypothesis are summarized below:
Color Usage
Hypothesis 1A: Boys and girls will differ in their selection of colors.
More girls than boys will use the rainbow colors: more boys than 
girls will use black. Partially confirmed. More girls than 
boys use red, orange, yellow, blue and violet— the rainbow 
colors (except green) ("p" ranges from .001 to .036— see ‘Table
2). Boys and girls do not differ in the usage of black or brown.
Hypothesis IB: Boys and girls will differ in the number of colors used.
Confirmed. Girls, on the average, use seven colors; boys use 
six (p C.OOl).
Figure Representation
Hypothesis 2B: More girls than boys will draw clothed figures. More
boys than girls will draw representational and stick figures. 
Confirmed. 66% of girls draw clothed figures; 3$% of boys.
62% of boys draw representational and stick figures; 3b% of 
girls (p = .001).
Hypothesis 2C: Girls will draw more figure (body) details than boys.
Confirmed. Girls draw approximately nine details, on the 
average; boys draw eight (p = .003).
Hypothesis 2E: More boys than girls will draw their feet in a profile
position. More girls than boys will draw their feet in a face- 
on position. Confirmed.1+6% of boys draw their feet in pro- 
file; 26% of girls. 7k% of girls draw their feet face-on; 5U% 











Variable % Males % Females
Significance
Level
Red 72.4 91.8 .002
Orange 67.3 83.5 .019
Yellow 76.5 89.4 .036
Green 73.5 84.7 n. s.
Blue 74-5 94.1 .001
Violet 58.2 74.1 .035
Black 81.6 77.6 n.s.


















































Variable % Males % Females
Significance
Level
Sports 1+0.8 9-k .001
Machines 1U.3 5.9 n. s.
Aggression 6.1 1.2 n. s.
Speed l+.l 0.0 n.s.
Hopscotch or jumprope 1.0 21.2 .001
Pet 6.1 5.9 n. s.
Kite 1.0 3.5 n. s.
Ball 39.8 22. k .018
Propulsion of an object 38.8 17.6 .003
Domestic activity 1.0 U-7 n. s.
Building(s) 26.5 27.1 n.s.
Playground objects 4.1 11.8 n. s.
Babies/dolls 0.0 2.1+ n.s.
Talking 2.0 1.2 n. s.
Other play activities 
a. special characters 3.1 1.2b. board games 8.2 5.9c. animals not pet 3.1 1.2 .001d. fantasy scene 3.1 0.0e. others 6.1 ll+.lf. none 76.5 77*6
Cannot determine activity 5.1 5.9 n. s.
No activity 2.0 1+.8 n. s.
Size relationship between 
figures 
a. same 70.2 56.0 n. s.b. different 29.8 Ul+.o
TABLE 2— Continued
61+
Variable °/o Males % Females
Significance
Level
Figure to background rela­
tionship
a. integrated I48.0 65-9b. floating 14.0.8 29.1* .036
c. unconnected 11.2 1+.7
Sun W.9 60.0 n. s.
Clouds 11*. 3 11.8 n. s.
Sky 1*6.9 61.2 .076*
Trees 11*.3 29.1+ .021
Road 5.1 2.1+ n. s.
Grass 1+8.0 56.5 n.s.
Flowers 7.1 20.0 .019
Active play objects 25.5 li+.l .081+*
Passive play objects 68.1+ 78.8 n.s.
Activity relationship 




*Significance does not reach the .05 level hut approaches it.
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TABLE 3
MEAN SCORES FOR MALES AND FEMALES ON 








Number of colors 5.89 6.88 .001
Number of figures 2.1+8 2.08 n. s.
Number of figure (body) details 7.81+ 9.19 .003
Height of figure (cent.) 9.67 9.96 n. s.
Number of clothing accessories • ON .80 n. s.
Number of sidewalks .03 .02 n.s.
Number of other natural sur­
rounding details .72 .55 n. s.
Total number of natural sur­
rounding details 3.22 3.58 n.s.
Total number of building details 2.27 1.98 n. s.
Total number of play objects 3.51 2.53 • 066*
Total number of play objects 
cannot determine whether active 
or passive .081 .059 n.s.
■^Significance does not reach the .05 level but approaches it.
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Hypothesis 2G: More girls than hoys will draw longhair: more hoys than
girls will draw short hair. Confirmed. 75% girls draw long 
hair; 12% of boys. 88% of" hoys draw short -hair;- 25% of girls 
(p <.00l).
Hypothesis 2H: Boys will draw themselves only in pants; girls will draw
themselves in rants and dresses. Confirmed. 100% of hoys draw
themselves in pants; 69% of girls (p <.00l).
Hypo thesis 2K: More girls than hoys will draw themselves sitting,
standing (no motion) and in repetitive motion; more boys than
girls will draw themselves in progressive motion. Confirmed.
91% of girls draw themselves sitting, standing and in repetitive 
motion; 52%  of hoys do so. i+8% of hoys draw themselves in pro­
gressive motion; only 9% of girls do so (p<.00l).
Activities and Oh.jects
Hypothesis 3A: More hoys than girls will draw sports activities. Con­
firmed. 1+1% of hoys draw sports; only 9% of girls do so
(p C.001).
Hypothesis 3E: More girls than hoys will draw hopscotch and/or .jump-
roping. Confirmed. 21% of girls draw hopscotch and/or jump-
roping; only 1% of boys do so (p<.00l).
Hypothesis 3H: More hoys than girls will draw themselves playing with
a hall. Confirmed, 1+0% of hoys draw themselves playing with a
hall; 22% of girls do so (p = .018).
Hypothesis 3J'• More hoys than girls will draw themselves propelling an 
oh.ject. Confirmed. 39% of hoys draw themselves propelling an
object; 18% of girls do so (p = .003).
Natural Surroundings
Hypothesis 1+D: More girls than hoys will draw trees. Confirmed. 29%
of girls" and only ll+% of hoys draw trees (p = .021).
Hypothesis 1+G: More girls than hoys will draw flowers. Confirmed.
20% of girls and only 7% of hoys draw flowers (p = .019)*
Hypothesis 2+H: Boys and girls will not differ in how many sidewalks
they draw. Confirmed. Both hoys and girls, on the average, 
did not draw any sidewalks.
Play Objects
Hypothesis 5>A: Boys will draw more play objects than girls. Confirmed.
Boys, on the average, draw 3*5 play objects; girls draw 2,5• 
(This difference is statistically significant at the .066 
level.)
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Hypothesis 5>B: More boys than girls will draw active (mechanical,
animate) play objects. Confirmed (cautiouslyT. 25«5>% of hcys 
and only 1 i+% of girls draw active play objects. (This differ­
ence approaches statistical significance at the .08i_|. level.)
Figure-Figure Relationships
Hypothesis 6B: More boys than girls will draw themselves in coordinated
activity; more girls than boys will draw themselves in parallel 
activity. Confirmed. 67% of boys and only 35% of girls draw 
coordinated activity; 1+7% of girls and only 22% of boys draw 
parallel activity (p = .001+).
Figure-Background Relationship
Hypothesis 7 s More girls than boys will draw figures integrated for­
mally into the background. More boys than girls will draw their 
figures floating or disconnected in relation to the background. 
Confirmed. 66% of girls and oniy 1+8% of boys draw figures inte­
grated formally into the background; $2% of boys and 3b% of 
girls draw figures floating or disconnected in relation to the 
background (p = .036).
Factor Analyses
Two independent factor analyses were conducted, one for males 
and one for females. Thirty-eight variables were included for the 
female analysis and thirty-seven for the male analysis. The variable 
"clothing" (whether the main figure wore pants or a dress) was not in­
cluded for males because 100% of the males drew themselves in pants. 
Therefore, correlations with it and other variables would have been 
meaningless.
The initial correlation matrices are presented in Table 1+. To 
conserve space, the upper portion of the table contains correlations 
for males; the lower portion contains correlations for females. Since 
some of the variables are continuous (interval level) and others are 
discrete (nominal level), a combination of correlation coefficients was 
needed to complete the matrices. Between continuous and continuous 
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:f'Â TAT̂ Oy I c-|cviadÂApcq; <K'.| *} - 1) ' 1TMiPPjHPiP
PSI'-I'
32 TS




I _.rj'. s j . ■» | C v  J-- r . - 1 jûxpitnn;
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variables "eta" was computed. Between nominal and nominal variables 
either "phi" or "Cramer's V" was computed, depending on whether the 
variables were dichotomous or otherwise (see Freeman, 1965> for discus­
sion of these measures of association). In any factor analysis it is 
thought best to use only one type of correlation coefficient (Fruchter, 
1952+: 201), but the nature of the present data required an intermixing 
of types.
For the factor analysis, itself, an orthogonal solution and 
varimax rotation were selected. The rotated factor matrices, eigen­
values and percentage of variance accounted for by each factor are 
summarized in Table 5» The results for males and females are presented 
side by side for comparison. As shown in the table, fourteen factors 
are extracted for each of the analyses. Not all fourteen factors, how­
ever, appear to have substantive importance. The relative importance 
and substantive relevance of each one which the researcher deems worth 
pursuing will be discussed in detail below. Males and females will be 
considered separately.
Males
1. Factor I: Factor 1 accounts for 32% of the variance; the
following variables load on this factor: Sports (.82), Ball (.78)*
Propulsion of an Object (.75)> Activity Level of Figure (.76). The 
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Sports — .80 .57 • 7k .56
Ball .80 — . 6k • 61 • Ik
Propulsion of Object .57 . 6k — .63 .1+3
Activity Level • Ik -67 -63 —
Type of Activity .56 -56 • k3 .40 —
Since these variables all share the concept of. activity, move-
ment and manipulation, the factor will be assigned 'the title of "Activity
Focus.1
2. Factor 2: Factor 2 accountsi for 13% of the variance; the
following variables load on this factor: Green (.65)» Blue (.60), Sky
(•71.)* Grass (.71) and Number of colors (.I48). Hie intercorrelations
are presented below (Table rj)\»»
TABLE 7
INTERCORRELATIONS OF VARIABLES LOADING ON FACTOR 2 (MALE)
Green Blue Sky Grass Number of Colors
Green — • 3k • kl .1*8 .5k
Blue • 3k — • So .1+2 .5k
Sky • kl • 50 — • 53 .hh
Grass .1*8 • k2 • 53 — •33
Number of Colors • 5k -$k .kk • 33 -
7k
Since these variables can all be related to an interest in major 
(gross) esthetic qualities in nature (sky and grass and their most com­
mon colors, blue and green), as contrasted to more detailed aspects of 
nature, the factor will be called the "Gross (Major) Esthetic Focus" 
construct.
3* Factor 3: Factor 3 accounts for 8.6% of the variance; the
following variables load on this factor: Total number of natural sur­
rounding details (.82) and Number of other (miscellaneous) natural sur­
rounding details (.71+) •
The correlation between these two variables is .75* Since these 
both focus on natural surrounding details, the construct will be named 
the "Natural Detail Focus."
k» Factor 1+: Factor 1+ accounts for 6.5% of the variance; the
following variables load here: Body type (.53)? Number of figure
details (.75)> and Height of figure (.53)- The intercorrelations are: 
Body type— Number of figure details .51
Body type— Height .36
Number of figure details— Height .51
Since these variables concentrate on the human body, emphasiz­
ing its parts and height realistically, this construct will be called 
"Body Type Focus."
5» Factor 5s Factor 5 accounts for 5.6% of the variance. The 
following variables load here: Ball (.38), Number of active play
objects (.80), Number of passive play objects (*57)> Other play situa­
tions (.36) and Type of activity displayed when there is more than one 
figure (.1+1+). Hie intercorrelations are presented below in Table 8:
IS
TABLE 8












Ball — .1+8 • 55 .1+? .71*
Number of active 
play objects .1*8 — .61 .h i .1*2
Number of passive 
play objects .55 .61 — .hk .1*8
Other play situa­
tions .1+5 .1*7 .14* ---- • 1*1*
Type of activity • 7U .1*2 .1+8 .1*1* —
Since these variables concentrate on play objects and manipulat­
ing these objects in conjunction with other people’s presence, this will 
be named the "People-Object Coordination Focus."
These first five factors account for 65.7% of the variance for 
males. The other extracted factors appear to have minimal substantive 
value as hypothetical constructs or indices and will therefore not be 
discussed.
Females
1. Factor 1: Factor 1 accounts for 31% of the variance; the
following variables load on this factor: Sun (.72), Sky (.61), Trees
(.50), Grass (.72), Flowers (.1+0) and. Total number of natural surround­
ing details (.59). The intercorrelations are listed below in Table 9*
All these variables focus on natural esthetic phenomena, parti­
cularly with the more detailed aspects of nature. This construct is 
therefore entitled "Detailed Esthetic Focus."
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TABLE 9
INTERCORRELATIONS OP VARIABLES LOADING ON FACTOR 1 (FEMALE)
Sun Sky Trees Grass Flowers
Number of 
Natural Details
Sun — .53 .32 >59 .29 .51
Sky • 53 — .20 .57 .28 -h5
Trees .32 .20 — .51 .39 .60
Grass .59 .57 .51 — .32 .62
Flowers .29 .28 .39 .32 — .53
Number of 
natural details .51 .kS .60 .62 .53 —
2. Factor 2: Factor 2 accounts for 11,k% of the variance; the
following variables load on this factor: Sports Ball (.68),
Propulsion of an object (.72), Activity level (.£6) and Type of activity 
when there is more than one figure (.1+2). The intercorrelations are 
presented in Table 10 below:
TABLE 10








Sports — .31 .27 .53 .36
Ball .31 — .57 .29 .1*0
Propulsion of object .27 .57 — .56 .30
Activity level • 53 .29 .56 — • k3
Type of activity .36 .I40 .30 • k3 —
Since these variables center on activity, movement and manipula­
tion, this index will be called the "Activity Focus.”
3« Factor 3: Factor 3 accounts for 8.6% of the variance; the
following variables load on this factor: Red (.52), Orange ■ (•59)» Black
(.65), a n d  Humber of colors (.72). The intercorrelations are presented 
below in Table 11:
TABLE 11
INTERCORRELATIONS OF VARIABLES LOADING ON FACTOR 3 (FEMALE)
Red Orange Black Number of Colors
Red — .33 .35 00•
Orange • 33 — .22 .58
Black .35 .22 — . 66
Number of
colors 00• .58 .66 —
Since these variables all share color, this construct will be 
named the "Selected Color Focus."
1+. Factor h i Factor 1+ accounts for 7*3% oi* the variance; these 
variables load on this factor: Body type (.lj.2), Figure to background
relationship (.72), and Number of figure details (.71+) • The intercorre­
lations are:
Body type-figure to background .52
Body type-number of details .36
Figure to background-number of details .61+
Since these variables focus on portraying objects realistically, 
this construct will be named the "Figure to Background Focus." (These
variables also share a relatively well-developed ability on the part of 
the subjects to conceptualize and portray a complex situation, including 
a knowledge of and focus on the human body and its physical place in 
relationship to its environment.)
0. Factor 0: Factor 0 accounts for 6,U% of the variance; these
variables load here: Building (-.79) an(l Total number of building details
(.82). The intercorrelation is . 70.
Since these two variables focus on buildings, this index will be 
called the "Building Focus."
6. Factor 6: Factor 6 accounts for 6.1% of the variance. The
following variables load here: Number of other natural surrounding
details (miscellaneous) (.72) and Total number of natural surrounding 
details (.66). Their intercorrelation is .61.
Since these variables both focus on natural surrounding details, 
this construct will be named the "Natural Detail Focus." This factor 
closely parallels Factor 1. The "Total number of natural surrounding 
details" variable loads significantly on both factors (.£9 and .66), 
-indicating that its substantive conceptual importance cuts across at 
least two dimensions.
These first six factors account for 70*9% oT "the variance for 
females. The others do not seem to possess any substantive relevance 
and therefore will not be pursued.
Five substantive meaningful constructs for males can therefore 
be extracted from the 37 original variables. In their order of impor­
tance they are: l) an Activity Focus, 2) a Gross (Major) Esthetic
Focus, 3) a Natural Detail Focus, I4.) a Body Type Focus, and 0) a People- 
Object Focus. For females, six substantive meaningful constructs are
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extracted from the 38 original variables used in their analysis. In 
their order of importance they are: l) a Detailed Esthetic Focus, 2) an
Activity Focus, 3) a Selected Color Focus, 1|) a Figure-Background Focus, 
0) a Building Focus, and 6) a Natural Detail Focus.
Males and females therefore focus on different concepts and put 
different emphases on these concepts. Males tend to focus primarily on 
personal activity (Activity Focus), whereas females tend to focus pre­
dominantly on the environment and details of that environment rather 
than on themselves (Detailed Esthetic Focus). Of the five conceptual 
constructs for males and six for females, only two are shared by the 
two groups: an "Activity Focus" and a "Natural Detail Focus," and even
these are given different levels of importance: an activity focus is
foremost for males, while it is second in line to an esthetic focus for 
females. A natural detail focus is third for males while sixth for 
females. The other conceptual constructs are not shared by the sexes 
and are therefore characteristic of one sex but not the other. Conse­
quently, comparisons between the sexes on these constructs cannot be 
attempted.
Construction of New Variables
As previously stated, most of the variables which make up each 
one of these new constructs are highly intercorrelated, indicating that 
the presence of one normally implies the presence of the other(s). Due 
to this high intercorrelation among variables which load together on a 
single factor, it is possible to construct a new index (or variable) 
for each subject based on his/her score for each original variable which 
loads significantly on a single factor and then adding them together for 
a cumulative total. For example, for Factor 3 (males) a subject's score
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on "The number of other natural surrounding details" (Question VII, 
Column 76 in the Code), e.g., "3", plus his score on "The total number 
of natural surrounding details" (Question VTI., Columns 77-78 in the 
Code), e.g., "9", results in a score of "12" on a new variable which is 
named a "Natural Detail Focus."
When this is done for the five male constructs and six female 
constructs, nine new variables are formed, three of which are charac­
teristically male (Gross Esthetic Focus, Body Type Focus, and People- 
Object Coordination), four of which are distinctively female (Detailed 
Esthetic Focus, Selected Color Focus, Figure-Background Focus, and 
Buildings Focus) and two of vrhich are shared by the sexes (Activity 
Focus and a Natural Detail Focus). These new variables represent a 
broader conceptual framework than the original variables; that is, they 
offer a more parsimonious approach than the original variables through 
which to assess gender-related behavior because they represent a clus­
tering of those variables which are found to appear together consis­
tently. If particular ideas (variables) are normally conceptualized 
together by a certain group of individuals (i.e., males), but not 
another group (i.e., females), as seven of these new variables are, 
then these groupings could be said to distinguish the one group from 
the other. In short, the groupings or constructs which appear for males 
but not for females could be called masculine psychological and behav­
ioral patterns, and those which appear for females but not for males, 
feminine patterns.
Even constructs and patterns shared by the sexes can be more 
characteristic of one sex than the other if they are displayed more 
often, in larger quantities or with more intensity by one sex than the
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other. To discover whether such is the case for the two constructs 
shared by the sexes in this study (the Activity Focus and Natural Detail 
Focus) t-tests were performed and differences noted. Results are pre­
sented in Table 12.
TABLE 12
GENDER DIFFERENCES FOR NEW VARIABLES— ACTIVITY FOCUS 
AND NATURAL DETAIL FOCUS 
(MEAN SCORES)
Males Females Significance Level
Activity Focus S.kh fc.i5 .002
Natural Detail Focus 3.95 I*.i3 n. s.
Males score significantly higher than females on the activity variable. 
Males more often portray themselves in situations involving much body 
movement, active control over objects and coordination/cooperation with 
other people; in short, they display a more active orientation to the 
world, seeing themselves in control of and involved in more complex 
situations; whereas females more often display themselves in less active 
situations (as compared to the males), portraying situations more often 
which involve a minimum of gross body movement and a lack of necessity 
to cooperate and coordinate themselves with others in their environment.
Male and female scores do not differ, however, on the natural 
detail variable; they do not differ (statistically) with respect to the 
amount of detail they include in the background (natural surroundings) 
of the situations they conceptualize. It was originally hypothesized 
that females would portray more natural surrounding detail than males, 
but as demonstrated above, such is not the case. An explanation for
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this will “be offered in the discussion.
Control Variables
To this point only one of the main goals of this study has been 
discussed at length— the assessment of gender-behavior differences 
between six- and seven-year-old boys and girls. Another goal .is to dis­
cover how these gender-specific patterns are altered by specific social 
situations; that is, do such environmental conditions as social class, 
ordinal position, presence of siblings, presence of parents, working 
status of the mother, age and grade level influence gender-specific 
behavior and cognitive patterns? Do boys who grow up in families with 
a certain internal structure score higher on the five masculine con­
structs (are more masculine) than boys brought up in a different family 
structure? Is there any relationship between girls' scores on the six 
feminine constructs and particular family structures?*
To discover whether any such relationships exist, mean scores 
On the constructs were compared within each sex, controlling for the 
social situations described above. (T-tests were performed with the fol­
lowing variables: grade level, age, ordinal position, presence of
brothers and sisters, presence of parents, father's occupation according 
to the Edwards' classification, and mother's working status. A Pearson 
correlation was computed between father's occupation according to Dun­
can's SEI rankings and the constructs since both it and the constructs
*It was originally planned to test each of the original fifty- 
five dependent variables with the control variables, but since so many 
of them intercorrelated so highly it seemed repetitious and unnecessary 
to run each dependent variable separately against the control variables. 
Furthermore, with such a large number of variables it would have been 
difficult to make any conceptual "sense" out of what relationships may 
have appeared.
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are ordinal level variables). Differences in scores on the new con­
structs when controlling for the above variables are presented in Table
13 (for males) and Table Ik (for females).
Results for males are summarized below:
Grade level: Whether males are in the first or second grade has
no influence on their relative scores on any of the masculine variables.
Age: Whether males are six or seven has no influence on their 
relative scores on any of the masculine variables.
Ordinal position: Whether males are only children or the oldest,
or in the middle or the youngest in their family, has no influence on 
their relative scores on any of the masculine variables.
Presence of brothers: Males who have brothers portray a larger
number of natural surrounding details than males with no brothers (1+.78
as contrasted to 3*0) (p = *07)* ̂he presence of brothers has no influ­
ence on the other masculine variables.
Presence of sisters: Whether males have sisters or no sisters
has no influence on their relative scores on any of the masculine vari­
ables.
Parental presence: Males who live with both parents are more
ego-centered (focusing on themselves) than males who live only with 
their mother (29.3& as contrasted to 19*79) (p = .022). Parental pres­
ence has no influence on any of the other masculine variables.
Father's occupation (Edwards' Scale): Whether males' fathers
are white-collar (middle-class) workers or blue-collar (working-class) 
workers has no influence on their relative scores on any of the mascu­
line variables.
Father' s occupation (Duncan' s SEI rankings): As the father's
occupational ranking rises (higher income,education and "prestige"), 
the smaller the number of natural surrounding details males portray 
(r = -.20, p = .03). There is no significant relationship between the 
father's occupational ranking and the other masculine variables.
Mother's working status: Males whose mother works outside of
the home are more ego-centered (focusing on themselves) than males whose 
mother does not work (I4.2.87 as contrasted to 29*33) (p = *09)* The 
mother's working status has no influence on the other masculine vari­
ables.
Results for females are summarized below:
TABLE 13














1 5.15 8.28 3.04 28.52 5.70
2 5.69 8.35 4.75 28.98 5.33(significance level) n. s. n. s. n. s. n. s. n. s.
MB.
6 5.38 8.47 3.06 26.86 5.53
7 5.89 8.45 4.78 25.27 5.40(significance level) n. s. n, s. n. s. n. s. n. s.
Ordinal Position
only/oldest 1+.79 8,04 3.79 23.43 5.32middle/youngest 5.7 8.43 4.01 30.90 5.57(significance level) n. s. n. s. n. s. n.s. n. s.
Presence of Brothers
Yes 5.19 8.43 4.78 30.07 5.02No 5.67 8.35 3.0 27.42 5.98(significance level) n.s. n.s. .07 n.s. n. s.
Presence of Sisters 
Yes 5.58 8.45 3.34 28.81 5.78No 5.13 8.29 5.0 29.02 4.92(significance level) n. s. n. s. n. s. n. s. n. s.
Parental Presence
Both 5.56 8.36 3.95 29.36 5.64Mother only 1+.17 8.00 4.17 19.75 4.00(significance level) n.s. n.s. n.s. .022 n. s.
Father’s Occupation 
(Edwards' Scale)
"White collar 5.83 8.27 3.49 28.67 6.02Blue collar 4.89 8.52 5.15 32.34 4.63(significance level) n. s. n. s. n.s. n. s. n. s.
Mother’s Working Status
Works 4.89 8.11 3.32 42.87 4.47Does not work 5.62 8.40 4.12 25.33 5.80
(significance level) n.s. n. s. n. s. .05 n.s.
(Pearson "r")
Father’s Occupation
(Duncan’s Scale) .13 -.001 -.20 -.14 .15(significance level) n.s. n. s. .03 n. s. n.s.
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Grade level: Females in the second grade portray themselves and
their play situations more realistically than females in the first grade 
(l5.12 as contrasted to 13.36) (p = .036). Grade level has no influence 
on their relative scores on any of the other feminine variables.
Age: Females age seven portray themselves and their play situa­
tions more realistically than females age six (1^.38 as contrasted to 
12.9^) (p = .006). Age has no influence on their relative scores on the 
other feminine variables.
Ordinal position: Females who are only children or the oldest
in their family use more colors (particularly red, orange and black) 
than females who are in the middle or the youngest in their family (9*93 
as opposed to 9,16) (p = .05>£). Ordinal position has no influence on 
the other feminine variables.
Presence of brothers: The presence or absence of brothers has
no influence on females' relative scores on any of the feminine vari­
ables.
Presence of sisters: The presence or absence of sisters has no
influence on females' relative scores on any of the feminine variables.
Parental presence: Females who live with both parents score
higher on the activity construct (1+.3) than those who live only with 
their mother (I.67) (p = .036). Females who live with both parents also 
portray themselves and their play situations more realistically than 
■females living only with their mother (ll+.̂ O as opposed to 8.67) (p = 
.Oil). Parental presence has no influence on the other feminine vari­
ables.
Father's occupation (Edwards' Scale): Whether females' fathers
are white-collar (middle-class) workers or blue-collar (working-class) 
workers has no influence on females' relative scores on any of the 
feminine variables.
Father's occupation (Duncan's SEI rankings): There are no
significant relationships between the father's occupational ranking and 
any of the feminine variables.
Mother's working status: Females whose mother works outside of
the home score higher on the activity construct (5>.00) than females, 
whose mother does not work (I4..OO) (p = .075)* The mother's working 




Many, but not all, of the original hypotheses are supported by 
the results. Boys and girls do differ, quite distinctively, along a 
number of behavioral and psychological lines. Although some of the 
hypotheses are not confirmed by the data, the overall results do indi­
cate behavioral and psychological differences between genders which 
parallel and coincide with results from previous research. The general 
trends are in the directions expected, and exceptions are relatively 
minor when considering the totality. Furthermore, many of the original 
variables do form different clusters for males and females, implying 
that characteristic conceptual patterns already exist in the thinking 
modes of six- and seven-year-old boys and girls. Conceptions of their 
own social roles (as portrayed through play situations) differ as does 
the relative emphasis they place on certain types of situations as 
contrasted to others. How they view themselves in relationship to 
their social and physical environments are therefore dissimilar.
As discussed previously, there are two conceptual constructs
shared by the sexes: an activity focus and a natural detail focus.
With respect to the first, both boys and girls indicate activity in
their play situations, but the relative degree and type of activity




Boys more often place themselves directly in play activities 
which require substantia-1 body movement and physical involvement. The 
activities (primarily "sports” situations) demand considerable motion 
where the individual must physically move from one spot to another (pro­
gressive motion) in non-repetitive' fashion (e.g., soccer, football) and 
cover a fairly wide area. The activities also involve control of or 
propulsion of objects (e.g., a ball), another indicator of physical 
motion. Paralleling this relatively high degree of physical movement 
is an involvement in situations which necessitate not only the presence 
of, but also cooperation with, other people (e.g., team sports).
These characteristics cluster together for males and are con­
ceptualized under Pactor 1, the "Activity Focus." In short, boys por­
tray an active orientation to their environment which develops not only 
gross physical (motor) coordination but also skills germane to working 
and cooperating with others in competitive situations. Females, on the 
other hand, display an entirely different activity focus. Although the 
same variables cluster for females as for males on their "Activity Focus" 
(Factor 2), the extent and type of activity is markedly dissimilar.
Girls more often portray themselves in activities which do not 
require as much overall body movement and physical energy as boys1 acti­
vities. Many of their activities (such as hopscotch, jumproping, swing­
ing and sliding), by nature, do not demand considerable physical output; 
the individual need only repeat the same movements over and over again, 
exerting relatively little physical energy. Many times the girls por­
tray themselves just sitting or standing, or pursuing no particular 
activity at all. Finally, unlike males, females more often place them­
selves in situations lacking the necessity to mentally cooperate and
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physically coordinate themselves with others.
In sum, girls portray a more passive play orientation to their 
environment which tends to develop different skills from hoys. Their 
play situations are characterized by a lack of physical output. The 
activities they engage in do not force the individual to cooperate with 
other people and/or coordinate actions in the presence of others. These 
activities can more often be accomplished by a single person and are not 
socially competitive situations.
Of interest here is the result that no gender differences appear 
with respect to the number of figures portrayed in the drawings. Based 
on past research and the general idea that females are more "person- 
oriented" than males, it was hypothesized that girls would draw more 
figures than boys (Hypothesis 2A). On the average, however, both boys 
and girls draw 2-3 figures in their play situations. They both include 
others in portrayals of their favorite situations. This particular 
hypothesis is therefore rejected. There may be a difference, though, 
with respect to both the type of personal interaction displayed and 
also the reasons why the other figures are included. Males more often 
depict activities which, by nature, demand the presence of others so 
it is not surprising to find other figures included in their drawings. 
Females, however, more often depict activities which do not necessitate 
the presence of other people, yet they consistently include them. Such 
a phenomenon could imply that gender differences exist with respect to 
the bases of personal interaction. At the risk of over-generalizing, 
one could infer that a male’s personal involvement with others (of the 
same sex) has more of a utilitarian basis while that of a female's has 
more of an emotional (psychological) basis.
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This inference (and the results it is based on) is consistent 
with an "instrumental” role orientation characteristic of males and an 
"expressive" role orientation characteristic of females (Parsons, 1951; 
Parsons and Bales, 1955)* Instrumental social action is planned behav­
ior directed toward goal achievement. It focuses on accomplishing tasks, 
solving problems, overcoming obstacles and mastering the external envi­
ronment. Expressive social action, on the other hand, focuses on emo­
tional gratification, directing itself toward the establishment of 
harmonious, supportive interpersonal relationships and the providing of 
comfort and tension reduction. Parsons suggests that in the familial 
situation it is the husband who fills the instrumental function, primar­
ily by making a living and providing the income, and it is the wife who 
fills the expressive function by centering on internal problems of the 
family.
The girls and boys in this study, at age six and seven, are 
already clearly associating themselves with these roles. Boys place 
themselves in play situations where personal interaction is not an end 
in itself. It is directed towards another goal (e.g., winning a game, 
mastering an object) which usually involves gaining control over some 
aspect of the external environment. Girls, however, seem to value 
personal interaction for its own sake. They involve themselves with 
others, but it does not appear simultaneously to involve another, 
exterior goal. The presence of others can therefore be interpreted as 
fulfilling an emotional, supportive gratification function for females; 
whereas, for males it fulfills alternative (or additional) functions of 
helping to accomplish tasks and achieve other goals.
The other conceptual construct shared by the sexes is a focus
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on natural details; that is, both boys and girls include details of 
natural surroundings in their play situations. It was originally hypo­
thesized that girls would portray more natural surrounding details than 
boys (Hypothesis 1+J), which has been attributed to females being more 
esthetically inclined than males. The results .indicate otherwise. On 
the "Natural Detail Focus" (Factor 3 for males, Factor 6 for females) 
both boys and girls score approximately "1|" (see Table 12); that is, the 
girls do not outscore the boys. This particular hypothesis is not sup­
ported; however, there is a difference in the type of natural surround­
ing objects selected by the sexes to include in their play situations 
as represented by Factor 2 for males, the "Gross Esthetic Focus", and 
Factor 1 for females, the "Detailed Esthetic Focus." Neither of these 
constructs is shared by both groups and is therefore a distinctive male 
or female grouping.
It appears that males concentrate on the larger aspects of 
nature such as the sky and grass and associate the colors of blue and 
green in conjunction with these. They do not include more detailed or 
physically smaller aspects of their surroundings. Females, on the other 
hand, concentrate more on the physically smaller aspects of nature such 
as the sun, trees and flowers, as well as the sky and grass. They 
include all these objects together more often than males. A difference 
therefore exists with respect to the type of natural surrounding objects 
on which boys and girls focus— males are less detail-oriented than 
females with respect to the background and setting in which they locate 
their play situations.
Another major difference between the sexes relates to how they 
view themselves (i.e., their bodies) and their physical relationship to
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the outside world. Males tend to focus on their body in the sense that 
the variables of "figure height," "number of figure details," and "body 
type" are all highly intercorrelated (Factor 1;, the "Ego-Centered Focus"). 
When they portray themselves as tall, the figures are also fairly well 
detailed in a realistic (mature) fashion. None of these variables, 
however, are conceptually connected to the figure's position or place 
in the physical environment. It is a focus entirely on the body itself, 
disregarding any connection with natural surroundings or the physical 
environment.
Females also focus on their bodies, but in a different way.
First of all, they portray more figure details (body parts) than males 
(Hypothesis 2C)— an average of nine as compared to eight for males. 
Secondly, they draw themselves more realistically than males— the draw­
ings of their bodies more closely parallel the normal human figure and' 
its shape. The figures are also more often clothed whereas males tend 
to draw just a symbol (i.e., a rectangle, triangle, oval or stick figure) 
to represent their bodies (Hypothesis 2B). Thirdly, when females do 
focus on their own bodies, they also place themselves realistically in 
relation to the outside world (Factor Ij., "Realism Focus"); that is, 
they focus on their bodies while at the same time relating themselves 
to their surrounding environment. The majority of their figures are 
squarely on the ground or in contact with an object; whereas, the 
majority of males' figures are floating in mid-air or completely dis­
connected from the background (Hypothesis 7)* It would seem, then, that 
although both males and females focus on their bodies to some extent, 
differences are apparent. Females are more detail-conscious and portray 
a conceptual scheme in which they place themselves in conjunction with
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the environment. Males are less detail-oriented and less environmen­
tally (esthetically) conscious; they focus more on themselves and are 
less concerned with their relationship to the natural outside world.
In place of this, males focus on a relationship with material 
man-made objects (Factor "Coordination with Objects and People 
Focus"). This focus does not exist for females and is therefore a dis­
tinctive masculine behavior pattern. This pattern includes the presence 
of play objects, both active and passive (especially a ball) in conjunc­
tion with competitive activities that are characterized by a need to 
coordinate physical actions and mental thoughts with other people. More 
males than females draw a ball (Hypothesis 3*0, males draw more play 
objects (Hypothesis 5-A-), and the majority of boys, but not girls, draw 
themselves in this coordinated activity (Hypothesis 633). It is there­
fore a focus on the interaction between objects arid people, a pattern 
which fails to emerge for females.
In contrast, there are two final conceptual patterns which 
appear for females but not males. One of these patterns centers on 
color usage, both in the selection of and amount of color used (Factor 
3, "Selected Color Focus"). Specifically, this pattern consists of the 
use of red, orange and black, which all then intercorrelate highly with 
the usage of a large number of colors generally. It has been suggested 
that nursery school-aged children who consistently use warm colors (red, 
orange, yellow) tend to be freely emotional and emit warm affectionate 
personal relations (Alschuler and Hattwick, 19U7)» Perhaps this rela­
tionship could be extended to this study by noting that since more 
females than males use the rainbow colors (except green) (Hypothesis IA), 
since females use more colors than males (seven as contrasted to six)
9h
(Hypothesis IB), and since females have a color focus which includes two 
warm colors, females are more emotional and do emit more affectionate 
tendencies than males.
The last conceptual construct is a building' focus (Factor 5, 
"Building Focus")— a simultaneous focus on presence of buildings and 
details of those buildings. It was originally hypothesized that females 
would draw more buildings than males, based on the idea that females 
are more domestically-oriented and would associate themselves more often 
in situations which involve houses and/or interiors of houses (Hypothe­
sis 311). Such was not the case. Less than a third of both boys and 
girls drew buildings or houses. It was also hypothesized that girls 
would draw more building details than boys (such as doors, windows, 
curtains, furniture, etc.) (Hypothesis i|K); but again, such was not the 
case. Boys, in fact, draw slightly more details (Y = 2.27) than girls 
(x = I.98), although the difference is not statistically significant.
Why does this factor emerge for females but not for males? If 
one looks at Table 1+, it does emerge for males, but not as one of the 
first five or six factors. It emerges as Factor 9 (the variable "Build­
ing" loads as .69 and the variable "Total number of building details as 
.76). Since this construct does exist for both males and females, it 
is not therefore a strictly masculine or feminine pattern. But since 
it emerges as Factor 5 for females and as Factor 9 for males, it is 
relatively more important and more of a focus for females than males.
In this sense it is a more feminine than masculine property.
Some major gender differences in conceptual modes and behavior 
patterns are therefore evident. The most significant difference 
involves the activity focus of boys and girls. Since it was Factor 1
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for males and Factor 2 for females it accounts for a considerably larger 
amount of the variance in the male drawing's {32%) than female drawings 
(11. 2$>); that is, males concentrate and focus on it much more than 
females. It is primary for males whereas for females a focus on details 
and the natural surrounding environment is primary (Factor 1, female). 
The type of activity also differs. Males are more active' and involve 
themselves in more complex, .competitive situations with other people; 
females are more sedentary, pursuing more non-competitive activities 
which do not require working with other people.
Through play activities children learn certain behaviors and 
not others, and develop particular skills and not others. If males and 
females pursue different types of activities as children, it is reason­
able to project that, as groups, they will gradually develop different 
sets of skills while at the same time forming dissimilar thought pat­
terns and conceptual schemes. If this is so, it is not surprising that 
as adults, men and women are proficient at different activities and tend 
to possess dissimilar thought patterns.
As the results indicate, by ages six and seven boys and girls 
differ along many dimensions. Activity levels vary (males are more 
active), emphasis on detail varies (females are more detail-oriented, 
both with respect to how they view themselves and their environment), 
expression of emotions vary (as represented through color usage-—  
females being more emotionally inclined), and relative interests in the 
esthetic environment vary (females associate themselves with and have 
more interest in their relationship to the environment. Males associate 
themselves more with the manipulation of objects and people although 
this is done with some interest in the environment). The sexes appear
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to differ, then, in their fundamental outlooks and preferential behav­
ioral sequences. It seems that even as early as at least age six there 
are gender differences with respect to basic psychological orientation 
to the world and behavioral roles in relation to that world. Boys play 
more active roles, controlling objects and placing- themselves in compe­
titive situations which necessitate coordination and manipulation with 
objects and people. Girls play more passive roles, expressing emotional 
tendencies and esthetic interests in environmental and personal (body- 
related) detail while engaging in activities that are repetitive and 
relatively sedentary in nature.
These differences are not surprising, but the fact that they 
are so pronounced and so well developed by age six and seven that they 
can be extracted from simple drawings of favorite play situations 
implies that the patterns are probably learned or already exist very 
early in childhood, before the child starts his/her formal education.
If this is true, then there is the possibility that the child's imme­
diate social environment in which he/she is brought up, i.e., the 
family, has an overriding influence on the development of these patterns.
The mere existence of gender-specific conceptual and behavioral 
patterns provides support for both of the theoretical perspectives out­
lined earlier. Both theories state that gender differences will emerge. 
Cognitive development theory emphasizes that, for young children (ages 
one through six), behavioral patterns will parallel physical attributes 
of the sexes (size, strength and ability differences) and such does 
occur. Males, on the whole, are larger and stronger; and they do pursue 
activities which involve considerable physical contact and commitment. 
Females tend generally to do the opposite. Boys and girls do display
distinctive play activities and conceptualize themselves in relation to 
such activities differentially. Bata and objects from the external 
world are selectively perceived and internally organized in different 
ways by boys and girls. Social learning theory states that, because .. 
boys and girls are reinforced differentially for behaviors by their 
parents and other significant people in their lives, they will learn and 
adopt different patterns of acting and thinking. As indicated by the 
results, such is also the case.
These results on gender differences therefore do not discrimi­
nate between the two theoretical approaches. If no differences had 
emerged at all, then both perspectives would have had to be questioned. 
-Since fundamental differences are present, however, both are supported 
to some extent. One of the goals of this study has therefore been 
reached— to substantiate the proposition that overall gender differences 
in cognition and behavior are present in early childhood and that these 
differences appear within a group of children who come from a variety 
of family situations and backgrounds.
Social Influences
The second goal of this study is to discover how gender-specific 
patterns are altered by specific social situations; that is, do (social) 
environmental conditions such as social class, ordinal position, pres­
ence of parents, working status of the mother, age and grade level 
influence gender-specific cognitive and behavior patterns? Bo children 
raised in certain family situations emit more of (score higher on) the 
masculine and feminine constructs (patterns) than children with differ­
ent social learning histories? Social learning theory (according to 
Mischel) suggests that they will. The presence or absence of a parent
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and/or siblings, with whom a child can interact, imitate and learn atti­
tudes from, is thought to influence how he/she will act and think. 
Parents, themselves, with different occupations (social class distinc­
tion) are believed to have different attitudes and values which, accord­
ing to social learning theory, are transmitted to their children. Chil­
dren from different backgrounds and family structures, then, are 
believed to be socialized in ways so different that substantial behav­
ioral and cognitive differences will appear within a sex as well as 
between sexes.
To determine whether intra-gender differences appear (supporting 
social learning theory), the emergent masculine and feminine constructs 
were examined under a variety of different social conditions, and some 
differences did appear within the sexes. Many differences, however, 
did not materialize as expected.
For males, their grade level, age, ordinal position, presence 
or absence of sisters, and occupation of the father (Edwards' Scale) has 
no influence whatsoever on the five masculine constructs; that is, boys 
raised in these different social situations display neither more nor 
less of the masculine "traits."
The presence of brothers, however, as well as the father's 
occupation (Duncan's SEI rankings) influences the "Natural Detail Focus." 
Males with no brothers draw a greater number of natural surrounding 
details than those with brothers, while the number of details tends to 
decrease as the father's occupational ranking rises. Since this con­
struct is conceptually shared by the sexes (Factor 3> males; Factor 6, 
females), and the sexes do not differ with respect to the number of 
natural surrounding details drawn, it is neither a masculine nor
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feminine pattern,
A focus on detail, however, has been associated with females and 
not males (referring to the "Detailed Esthetic Focus," Factor 1, and the 
"Realism Focus," Factor k), so the portrayal of more detail could be 
interpreted as more "feminine." If so, males who have no brothers are 
displaying less masculinity on this variable than males with brothers; 
as fathers’ occupational ranking increases, males display more masculin­
ity— as it decreases, they display less. Social learning theory implies 
that the presence cf others as models to imitate and learn from directs 
behavior, so the presence of brothers (who probably manifest masculine 
attitudes and behaviors themselves) is congruent with males emitting 
more masculine behavior when other males are present.
The relationship between occupational ranking and detail is more 
difficult to interpret. The correlation itself (-.20) is not particu­
larly strong, and it may be an association peculiar to the sample and 
this study. The occupations of these children's fathers do not vary as 
widely (or are as evenly distributed) as was hoped for so any social 
class differences in behavior patterns may not have been tapped. With 
the sample coming from a predominantly middle-class community on Long 
Island, New York, it is probable that occupational differences are 
relatively small, making any correlations between occupational rank and 
behavior patterns substantively meaningless. At this point, then, one 
may only infer that a causal relationship is possible between the social 
position of a family and childhood gender behavior patterns. A more 
definite statement at this time is premature.
The presence of parents and the mother's working status influ­
ence males' relative scores on the masculine construct "Body-Type Focus."
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Males who live with both parents score higher (focus more on themselves) 
than hoys who live only with their mother, as do males whose mothers 
work outside of the home. . These two situations, then, are associated 
with a more intense display Of this masculine pattern and are congruent 
with social learning theory. Boys who live only with their mother do 
not have the male figure physically present in the household as a model 
to learn from, and therefore display less of the masculine behavior 
pattern than boys who do have a father or father-model. A mother who 
works outside of the home (as contrasted to a housewife) may transmit 
less feminine patterns to her children, thereby rendering them more 
masculine by either one of two ways: l) she is not present, physically,
as many hours of the day as a housewife and therefore cannot spend as 
much time with her children and have as much impact, and/or 2) her own 
concept of her roles as a female may tend to coincide more with some 
typically masculine patterns than a housewife’s (e.g., work roles, as 
demonstrated by her holding a job), which influences her children to 
think and act along more masculine lines than if she viewed herself as 
only in a domestic role.
For males, therefore, the relative degree of masculinity (as 
operationalised through scores on the emergent male constructs) is 
associated with such social situations as the presence of brothers, 
living situation with parents, relative ranking of the father's occupa­
tion and working status of the mother. Other familial variables, as 
well as age and grade level, have no influence. It must be noted that 
these particular situations have an influence on only two out of the 
five masculine behavioral patterns: the degree to which details are
focused upon and the degree to which they (males) focus on themselves.
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The associations, therefore, are quite selective. They do not occur. 
acx*oss all the theoretically relevant male patterns and emerge only 
under a few situations. Activity level., type of esthetic detail focused 
upon, and degree of involvement in coordinated activity are not influ­
enced at all by any of the differential social situations controlled for.
Results for females generally parallel the above; that is, 
associations between social situations and degree of femininity are 
selective and do not occur universally. The presence of brothers, 
presence of sisters and father's occupation (Edwards' Scale and "Duncan's 
SEI rankings) have no influence whatsoever on females' relative scores 
on any of the feminine constructs. The degree of femininity (as opera­
tionalized through scores on the emergent female constructs) is there­
fore not influenced or directed by these particular social situations.
Grade level, age and parental presence do influence female 
scores on the "Realism Focus" (Factor lj.). Second-graders portray them­
selves and their play situations more realistically than do first- 
graders. Similarly, seven-year-olds are more realistic than six-year- 
olds. It is not surprising that these two variables— grade level and 
age— provide similar results. Most second-graders are seven years old 
and most first-graders are six. Females who live with both parents are 
also more realistic in their drawings than those living only with their 
mothers. The differences here may or may not be explained by social 
learning theory. They may merely reflect a maturity factor— females 
who are older and further on in their education may be developing skills 
and concepts not yet developed by younger children which allow them to 
portray situations more realistically. Perhaps females from a "normal" 
home mature earlier than those from a broken home because there are two
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adults to learn from and to guide -them and to spend more time with them. 
Perhaps socialization processes vary so much by normative expectations 
that differences develop in this behavior pattern. In this sense, the 
pattern may be socially induced or retarded.
But why does the pattern exist for females but not at all for
males? Are females simply more mature than males at this age and cer­
tain social conditions favor the development of this maturity more than 
others? Research indicates that females do mature more quickly than 
males up to a certain point, when males then catch up and even surpass 
females in certain areas of physical and mental development. Perhaps 
at this age, then, males have not reached the maturity level of females, 
represented by a relative lack of sophistication in their drawings. 
Females’ development, at the same time, is affected somewhat by certain 
social conditions. It would be interesting to see if such differences 
in portrayals of realism continue to exist at a later age, as well as
seeing if the social environment has a differential effect on its dis­
play as compared to present results.
Ordinal position is the only environmental influence on the 
feminine construct of "Selected Color Focus" (Factor 3). Only (single) 
children and eldest females score higher on this construct than females 
who are in the middle or the youngest in their family. If one inter­
prets this color focus as an indicator of emotion, such an association 
is congruent with social learning theory. First-borns and only chil­
dren, according to the theory, are more thoroughly socialized into 
traditional roles than other children, and therefore should display 
more of culturally-defined gender role behaviors. The display and 
release of emotion is traditionally defined as more of a feminine
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characteristic, and if only and first-born females display this charac­
teristic with more intensity than other females, one could say that 
these children are displaying more femininity than the others. Ordinal 
position, however, has no influence on any of the other female behavior 
patterns, so its effects are selective.
The last feminine pattern affected by particular social situa­
tions is the activity construct (Factor 2). Females.who live with both 
parents score higher (are more active) than females who live only with 
their mother, and females whose mother works outside of the home are 
more active than females whose mother does not work. Both of these 
associations merge with social learning theory. Females living* with 
both a mother and father tend to learn behaviors from an adult male and 
adult female, not just a female (which is the case, normally, for chil­
dren living only with their mother). Females from non-broken homes have 
more contact with their fathers and may develop a higher level of activ­
ity from this contact with a male. Similarly, a working mother may view 
herself in a more overall active role than a non-working mother,- and 
this conceptual outlook may be transmitted to her daughter(s), who then 
display a more active conceptual framework for themselves than a 
daughter(s) raised by a woman who concentrates on a domestic role for 
herself. Furthermore, the physical absence of a female-figure in the 
household (e.g., a working mother) means that the child actually spends 
less time with her mother than if the mother were continually at home 
doing housework. Less time spent with a parent could (but not neces­
sarily) mean that that parent has less impact on the child's development 
them if they spent more time together. A working mother, then, may 
influence a daughter to display more masculine tendencies because either
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she, herself, is more actively-oriented or she is not physically around 
as much as a housewife to influence and to spend as much time with her 
daughter.
For females, therefore, the relative degree of femininity (as 
operationalized through scores on the emergent female constructs) is 
affected by such social situations as age, grade level, ordinal posi­
tion, parental presence and working status of the mother. Other 
familial variables have no influence. These particular situations, 
however, have an influence on only three of the six feminine behavioral 
patterns: the activity level, color focus and portrayal of realism.
The associations are therefore discrete and not universal. They occur 
only for certain behaviors and only under certain conditions. Type of 
esthetic detail focused upon, focus on buildings and the natural detail 
focus are not influenced at all by any of the differential social situa­
tions controlled for.
For both males and females selected relationships between behav­
ior patterns and the social environment are present. These associations 
only occur, however, under specific conditions and affect only certain 
patterns. The associations are therefore net universal; that is, not 
all behavior patterns are affected, and the ones that are, are only 
affected by particular situations. The distinctive patterns which emerge 
for males and females, i.e., the five masculine and six feminine con­
structs, are affected by different situations. Males and females are 
not influenced by the same social conditions in the same ways. Male 
behavior patterns are altered by such situations as presence of 
brothers, presence of parents, father’s occupation (Duncan’s SEI rank­
ings) and mother’s working status. Female behavior patterns are altered
by grade level, age, ordinal position, parental presence and mother's 
working status.
Social learning theory states that the social conditions above 
will affect or alter gender-specific behavior patterns in certain direc­
tions. Since differences in behavior appear across some of these vari­
ous situations, the theory is supported and'can be considered useful.
0
Its usefulness, however, must be viewed critically. Although the direc­
tions of the associations are in line with what social learning theory 
predicts, relationships do not occur between behavior patterns and all 
of the social conditions examined. Furthermore, some of the environ­
mental variables associate only with males and others only with females. 
The connections are thus discriminating and overall generalizations 
cannot be formulated. Any statement connecting gender-specific behavior 
patterns and a child's social environment requires a specification of 
the behavior in question and the specific social situation in mind.
Social learning theory is therefore useful to the extent that 
some relationships do emerge (and in the directions hypothesized) with 
respect to gender-related behaviors and specific environmental (familial) 
conditions. Whether these social conditions, however, are the primary 
cause of the behavior differences cannot be pinpointed from this study.
A longitudinal study of the same children over a longer time-span would 
be required to state with more accuracy that the social conditions are 
an infiuencing-causal factor in directing certain behaviors and not 
others. The results here only help to substantiate that such a cause- 
effect connection is indeed possible. They also hint that the presence 
of such relationships are probably quite complex and involve more than 
a simple one-to-one relationship; that is, the presence of one type of
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social situation may have an effect on behavior only if another, inter­
vening variable is also present. For instance, ordinal position may 
have an effect on behavior patterns only when the subjects are female, 
not male.
Relationships between combinations of social conditions and 
gender-specific behavior patterns may also exist and cause-effect con­
nections here are also very possible. For instance, results of this 
study suggest a connection between parental presence and gender behavior 
(for both sexes), and mother's working status and gender behavior (for 
both sexes). These one-to-one associations have independently been 
suggested by this research. There may even be a stronger, more defini­
tive relationship between combinations of these two conditions and 
behavior patterns; that is, boys who live with both parents and whose 
mother works outside of the home may display more masculine behavior 
than boys who live with both parents and whose mother does not work.
Girls who have sisters and who live only with their mother may display 
more feminine behavior than girls who do not have sisters and who live 
with both parents. Explorations of these kinds of relationships were 
not pursued in the present study and should be the focal point of future 
research in the subject area.
There is little doubt that the empirical reality is more complex 
than the limited study here indicates. Nevertheless, even as crude as 
the measures were, they did lead to a number of critical finding’s.
Further examination, in-depth probing and manipulation of social envi­
ronmental variables are worth pursuing if one desires an understanding 
of how and why the sexes differ in their conceptual approaches and 
behavioral repertoires. Results of this study support the early existence
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of fundamental gender differences in conceptual organization and behav­
ioral roles. Social-environmental variables (particularly familial 
conditions) were then controlled in an attempt to isolate consistent 
relationships between environmental conditions and gender-specific 
behavior patterns. Some were extracted, indicating that relationships 
are indeed present. The complexity of human behavior, however, implies 
that even though the presence of one particular variable is related to 
a certain behavior at one time, the relationship may not hold true in 
other instances. The presence of intervening and/or spurious variables 
is always possible. It is this complexity that makes it imperative to 
encourage further, more detailed research which focuses on relationships 
between the social environment and gender behavioral roles.
It is premature to state unequivocally that either cognitive 
development or social learning theory is distinctively, supported by this 
study. Cognitive development theory predicts that gender-role develop­
ment occurs despite variations in social gender-role training and that, 
as a function of sex, children will display activity preferences and 
characteristic cognitive styles. This learning is thought to occur on 
a broader scale than the family. In fact, the development is believed 
to be universal. Whether the development is universal, cross- 
culttirally, cannot be answered by the present research. The boys and 
girls in this study, however, do display clear activity preferences and 
in many cases, variations in their immediate social environment (imply­
ing differences in gender-role training, according to social learning 
theory) have no relationships whatsoever to these displays. In short, 
many of the same behaviors do appear to develop regardless of such 
social conditions (differences) as family structure and social class.
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This could lead one to speculate that some of the behavioral and psycho­
logical patterns characteristic of males and females are not family- 
specific: that is, they are shared by a group larger than the family and 
cut across whatever differences in values, attitudes and expectations 
that may exist between families of different social positions and struc­
tures. Behavioral expectations shared by all families in a society may 
be so strong in some cases that they override any differing expectations 
on the familial level.
Perhaps the concept of role and role theory may also be useful 
in explaining and analyzing these results. Gender role is a relatively 
general and unfocused role; that is, it is a role, a set of socially and 
culturally prescribed behavior expectations associated with being male 
or female, which is learned via the socialization process during early 
childhood and which cuts across a variety of more specific social situa­
tions. In short, the significance of particular' family variables and 
differentiating familial structures in the overall development of 
behaviors appropriate to one sex or the other may be much less than the 
behaviors, attitudes and values that families within a society share in 
connection with how boys and girls are brought up. Societal expecta­
tions toward appropriate gender behavior are general enough and uniform 
enough that families share common conceptions about gender roles which 
are transmitted to their children (Popenoe and College, 1971). The 
result is basic gender differences in behavior as well as intra-gender 
similarities, as found in the present study.
At the same time, however, there are some significant differ­
ences in selected gender role behavior patterns among males and females 
who are raised in different family situations, reducing the usefulness
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of cognitive-development theory. These differences suggest that envi­
ronmental conditions can and do relate to gender-role development. The 
family, as an agent of socialization, does not produce uniform results—  
it does not transmit a completely standardized culture. It will sub­
scribe to many features of the dominant culture of the society (i.e., 
general gender roles), but will also add its own features as well, due 
to individual situations, distinctive personalities of family members, 
traits borrowed from influential subcultures and alternative methods of 
socialization. Results can appear as variations in role behavior, 
including gender-role behavior.
Whether they are the cause of the differences, though, cannot 
be pinpointed by present results and whether the relationships are more 
complex is not pursued. Further, more detailed research is necessary 
to isolate more specific relationships. It may be that the complexity 
of the phenomenon itself influenced many associations to not emerge.
Due to the nature of the sample, subjects may also have been more homo­
geneous than desired with respect to their background differences and 
some potential gender differences were therefore never tapped. It 
might prove fruitful, then, to utilize the same approach (which demon­
strated itself to successfully discriminate between the sexes) but to 
select a sample which is more heterogeneous with respect to background 
variables (particularly social class). It would come as no surprise if 
more consistent relationships between the social environment and gender- 
related behaviors were then extracted. Social learning theory (and/or 
role theory) was not definitively supported by this study, but the 
results suggest that it (or role theory) is more useful than cognitive 
development theory as (at least a partial) explanation of the process
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through which males and females come to acquire sex-typed behaviors. 
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Eight 10 - 5»h





Other non-hlack _ _ i  3.8
181+ 100.0









J L  %Brothers
Yes 105 57-55
No 78 42.40





Not known 1 .05
184 100.00
Parental Presence
N %Mother and father 171 92.9Mother only 10 5.4Father only 1 0.5Neither 2 1.1
184 100.0
Presence of Other Adults in Household
N %None 175 95.1Grandmother 4 2.2Both grandparents 3 1.6Uncle 1 0.05
Others __1 0.05
184 100.00
Father’s Occupation— Edwards* Classification
N °/oProfessional 45 24.5Owner, manager, official 38 20.7
Clerk 39 21.2Skilled worker, foreman 33 17.9














Does Mother Work Outside of the Home?
N %Yes 39 21.2
No ll+i 76.6
Not applicable or not known __k 2.2181+ 100.0
Father’s Occupation— -Doncan’s Socio-Economic Index Rankings
.JL J6 Rank N Rank _N Jo
l .5 1+1 1 •5 66 1 .5l .5 kk 6 3 67 2 l
5 3 1+5 1 *5 68 11 6l .5 1+7 2 l 71 1 .5l .5 1+8 1+ 2 72 17 92 l 1+9 6 3 71+ 1 .5
3 2 50 2 1 76 3 22 1 53 1 .5 77 1 .51 .5 51+ 1 .5 78 10 56 3 56 1 .5 80 2 i2 l 58 2 l 82 1+ 2
1 .5 59 1 .5 81+ Q✓ 51 .5 60 1 .5 85 7 1+12 6 62 3 2 87 12 61 .5 65 3 2 93Unknown or 9 5
Mean = 61.3 not applic­
Mode = 72 able 19 10
Median = 6 7 . 9  Total 181+ 100.0




65 1 0.572 3 1.6
8l 1 0.5




Independent Variables (background data)
1. Grade: Grade level of subject,
2. Sex: sex of subject.
3. Age: age of subject.
4. Ordinal position: subject’s position of birth as related to other
siblings.
5. Number of brothers.
6. Number of sisters.
7. Parental Presence: which parents the subject lived with at the
time of the data collection.
5. Father's occupation (Edwards' Scale): father's occupational
classification according to Alba. Edwards' system (U.S. Bureau 
of the Census, 197©)*
9. Father's occupation (Otis Duncan's Scale): father's occupational
score according to Duncan's Socio-Economic Index rankings (see 
Heiss, 1961, Chapter VI). With this index (based on prestige 
scores, educational level, and income) a higher score reflects 
a higher ranking. A3.though developed some decades ago, the 
relative rankings can be assumed to be the same today as they 
were then. Occupational prestige rankings correlate .93 from 
1925 to 1963 ■ (Hodge et al. , 1961+) a-nd the censuses of 1940, 
1950 anci. I960 reveal a high order of temporal stability 
despite major changes in the value of the dollar and rising 
levels of educational attainment (Blau and Duncan, 1967).
10. Mother's working status: whether the mother worked outside of the
home at the time of the data collection.
Dependent Variables
1. R e d \ v̂ ^
2. Orange
3. Yellow
4. Green color was used anywhere in the
f* ®1U® „ drawing.6. Vrolet
7 • Black
8. Br o w n / ^
9. Number of colors: total number of colors used in the drawings.
10. Number of figures: total number of human figures represented.
Partial figures and heads were considered as full figures.
When there was more than one figure, the main figure was 
considered to be the one with the most body detail. If the 
figures happened to have the same amount of detail (which was 
rare) the largest figure was chosen.
11. Body type: whether the body of the main figure was basically stick
(just a line, no mass indicated), representational (an oval, 


































Eyebrows N. whether these parts of the body were







Position of face: whether the face was drawn face-on (with both
eyes showing) or in profile (one eye showing, nose on side of 
face).
Position of feet: whether the feet were drawn facing forward (in
two different directions) or in profile (both in the same 
direction).
Height of figure: the height of the main figure as measured to the
nearest centimeter. The figure was measured from the bottom 
of its feet to the top of its head.
Color of face: whether the face was colored in with any color or
left as an outline.
Hair length: whether the hair was short (at or above ears) or long
(below ears).
Clothing: whether the main figure was clothed in pants or shirt,
or a daress or skirt.
Clothing accessories: total number of clothing accessories repre­
sented on the main figure (such as barettes, ribbons, buttons,
earrings, jewelry, belt, stripes, hat, shoes, etc.).
Activity level: whether the main figure was a) merely sitting down
and not moving, b) standing and not moving, c) moving gener­
ally in one spot (repetitive motion), or d) moving from one 
spot to another (progressive motion).
Sports: whether the drawing depicted sports activities or situa­
tions.
Machines: whether the drawing depicted machines or wheeled
vehicles.
Aggression: whether the drawing depicted aggression, such as
fighting, hitting, etc.
Speed: whether the drawing depicted speed, indicated by a line
behind a moving object.
Hopscotch or jumproping: whether the picture depicted a hopscotch
game or a jumprope.




1 + 2 Kite: whether the drawing depicted a kite.
1+3. Ball: whether the drawing depicted anyone playing with a hall of 
any kind ("baseball, soccer ball, etc.).
)|)|. Propulsion of object: whether the drawing depicted anyone throwing
something, or depicted anyone in control of an object, such
as a ball, bicycle, car, etc.
1+5. Kitchen: whether the drawing depicted any domestic activity such
as food, dishes, a kitchen, etc.
1+6. Buildings: whether the drawing depicted any kind of a building.
1+7. Playground: whether the drawing depicted any playground equipment,
such as swings, slides, junglejim, etc.
1*8. Babies: whether the drawing depicted any babies or dolls.
1+9. Talking: whether the drawing depicted any kind of talking.
50. Other: whether the drawing depicted any other activity of any kind
not listed above, particularly board games, special characters 
(i.e., Fonzie, $6 Million Man), animals other than pets, and 
fantasy scenes.
51. Cannot determine: whether the drawing depicted some kind of activ­
ity, but the activity could not be deciphered!
52. No.activity: whether the drawing depicted no activity of any kind.
53. Sun: whether the drawing depicted a sun.
5U« Clouds: the number of clouds represented.
55* Sky: whether the drawing depicted a sky (a blue line or blue area
colored in).
56. Trees: the number of trees represented,
57. Road: the number of roads represented.
58. Grass: whether the drawing depicted grass (green ground).
59. Flowers: the number of flowers represented.
60. Sidewalk: whether the drawing depicted a sidewalk.
61. Other(s): the number of other natural surrounding details repre­
sented (such as dirt, birds, butterflies, etc.).
62. Number of natural surrounding details: the total number of natural
surrounding details drawn.
63. Number of building details: total number of building details (such
as windows, doors, curtains, chimneys, smoke, furniture, 
stairs, etc.).
61+. Number of play objects: total number of play objects represented.
Each individual object was counted as one (such as each ball, 
each bat, each swing, each jumprope, etc.).
65. Number of active objects: total number of mechanical or animate
play objects (those which can move on their own momentum).
66. Number of passive objects: total number of inanimate play objects.
67. Number cannot determine: total number of play objects which could
not be classified as passive or active because the coder could 
not tell what they were!
68. Size relationship: when there were two or more figures, whether
they were of the same height or different heights. (The cate­




69. Activity relationship: when there were two or more figures,
whether their activity relationship was: a) coordinated (an
activity which normally requires two or more people, team 
work, cooperation, decisions, such as team sports, catching, 
etc.), b) parallel (an activity done together, but which can 
be done alone, such as swinging, jumproping, swimming), or 
c) detached (two completely different activities going on 
simultaneously).
70. Figure to background relationship: whether the figure or objects
(if 110 figure) is a) integrated formally with the background 
(on a base of some sort or at the bottom of the paper), b) 
floating in space but basically located through its relation­
ship with the background, c) totally unconnected with the 
background, or d) cannot decide because the picture makes no 













_ J b  B.
red 1. yes 2. no
orange 1. yes 2. no
yellow 1. yes 2. no
green 1. yes 2. no
blue 1. yes 2. no
violet 1. yes 2. no
black 1. yes 2. no
brown 1. yes 2. no
Number of colors used
II. FIGURES
Number of figures represented (include partial 
JJ5-36 figures, heads, etc. as full figures)
III. MAIN FIGURE (if cannot tell which is main figure
use one with most detail. If equally detailed, use 
largest.)







B. Head _____ _____
C. Ety-es _____ _____
Nose _____ ____ _
Mouth   ,





D. Arm(s) _____  _
E. Hand(s) _____ _____
F. Finger (s)  ____ _____
G. Leg(s) ___ _________
H. Feet
I. Total number of figure details (add up ’’Drawn” 
J38—39 column for A-H) ____
APPENDIX III— Continued
J. Position of face:
1. Profile  _____
2. Pace-on ______
8. No figure ____
9. Missing ______
K. Position of feet:
1* Profile (both in same direction)
2. Pace-on _____
8. No figure _____
9. Missing ______
L. Height of figure (to nearest centimeter): _____ _
99 • 9 No figure 
M. Color of face:
1. Not colored in ______
2. Colored in _______
9. Missing______
PERSONAL GROOMING OP MAIN FIGURE
A. Hair length:
1. Long ______
2, Short ' (at or above ears, measured from
side of face)
8. No figure _____
9. Missing ________
B. Clothing
1. Pants and/or shirt ______
2. Skirt or dress _____
8. No figure _____













Total number of clothing accessories (add up 




V. IMPLIED ACTIVITY LEVEL OF FIGURE
1. Sitting (not moving)
2. Standing (no motion^
3. Motion fin one spot)
Motion (from one spot to another)
8. No figure 
— J O  9. Cannot ascertain
VI. PLAY SCENE (GENERAL)












sports 1. yes 2. no
machines (wheels, mechanical) 1. yes 2. no
aggression 1. yes 2. no
speed 1. yes 2. no
hopscotch or jumproping 1. yes 2. no
playing with pet 1. yes 2. no
flying kite 1. yes 2. no
playing with ball 1. yes 2. no
propulsion of object 1. yes 2. no
kitchen (domestic, food) 1. yes 2. no
home or building(s) 1. yes 2. no
playground 1. yes 2. no
babies (dolls) 1. yes 2. no
talking
other (specify)
1. yes 2. no
1. board games
2. none
3. animals, not pets 
1*. fantasy scene
f>, others
6. special character 
66 cannot determine 1. yes 2. no
j6j no activity 1. yes 2. no
9. no figure






71 tree(s iJ2 road(s
_73 grass _____
Jb flower(s) _____
J$ siaewalk(s) _ ____
J  6 other(s) ______






window ( s )______ ___ _
door(s)________ _____











1-3 (ID #) ball(s)--------- ------ v - jumprope(s) _____
kite(s) _____
other(s) '
J+-5 Total number of objects represented ______
B. Characteristics of play object(s):
6 Indicate number which are: active (mechanical,
animate) ______
_7“8 Indicate number which are: passive (inani-
mate) _____
J  Indicate number cannot determine ______
X. FIGUBE RELATIONSHIPS
A. Size relationship
1. Main figure same size as other(s) _______
2. Main figure bigger than other(s)  _____
3. Main figure smaller than other(s)
JLO 9* Hot applicable— only one figure (or none)
B. Activity relationship
1. Coordinated (cannot be done alone) ______
2. Parallel (can be done alone)
3. Detachment (different activities; can be done
alone) ______
8. Cannot determine
11 9. Not applicable— only one figure (or none)
APPENDIX III— Continued
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XI. FIGURE TO BACKGROUND RELATIONSHIP
1. Figure integrated formally (on base or at "bottom
of paper) ____
2. Figure floating "but basically located through
meaningful clues ___
3. Background and figure’s location unconnected,
but object(s) and/or figure(s) are discern­
ible ^
12 Ij.. Picture makes no sense ______
APPENDIX IV
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR RELIABILITY- OF CODING
Pearson ’r' Phi coefficient Cramer1s V
Colors 1.00 Red 1.00 Body type .95
Figures .998 Orange 1.00 Face 1.00
Details .97 Yellow 1.00 Feet .93
Height .998 Green 1.00 Color of face .93
Accessories .99 Blue 1.00 Hair .96
Sun 1.00 Violet 1.00 Clothing .92
Clouds .99 Black 1.00 Activity level .90
Sky 1.00 Brown 1.00 No activity .76
Trees .91 Sports .90 Figure size rela­
Road .86 Machines 1.00 tionship .83
Grass .82 Aggression 1.00 Activity relation­
Flowers 1.00 Speed .70* ship .93
Sidewalk 1.00 Hopscotch- Figure-background
Other natural jumproping 1.00 relationship .87
details 00o-\. Pet 1.00
Total number Kite 1.00
of natural Ball .95
details .91 Propulsion .91
Total number Kitchen 1.00
of building Building .91
details .99 Playground 1.00
Total number Babies/dolls 1.00
Of play Talking 1.00
objects .93 Other play
Active play activities .93
objects .77 Cannot determine





*"Speed" was the only variable whose reliability fell under the 
accepted level of .75. The two coders agreed, however, 98% of the time 
for their answers to "Speed”.
APPENDIX V
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